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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of 
space. Some names 
may have been changed 

Monarchist case 

I agree with Eddie Ford that opposing 
the British monarchy is just part of 
fighting to “democratise all aspects 
of society” (‘Monarchist system must 
go’, April 28). 

Despite the recent fashion 
and media event, distaste for this 
institution is growing and even the 
centrist case for it is looking thin 
these days. That defence case has three 
parts: ceremonial, constitutional and 
‘Calm down, it’s not that important’. 

• Ceremonial. It’s good for tourism 
and therefore value for money. It 
makes for a great reputation abroad, 
and especially in the Commonwealth 
- all those trips. It brings colour and 
pageantry into our lives - not just with 
the odd royal wedding, but bright 
uniforms and spectacular palaces. 

Whatever you think of all the 
pageantry and ritual (and even prince 
Philip in 1966 thought that the Order 
of the British Empire was a bit 
redundant), we don’t need a royal 
household to justify them. Most 
countries have soldiers who wear 
colourful gear, and even a people’s 
militia might have some rituals. 
Arguably, more tourists would come 
if Buckingham Palace was open for 
longer than 60 days in August and 
September. It’s closed the rest because 
prince Andrew is in residence. Even 
he and his cronies don’t need 78 
bathrooms. And what does princess 
Michael of Kent do for the economy? 

As for abroad, when the Australians 
voted against a republic, most were 
voting against their gang of politicians 
taking more power, not for more royal 
visits. 

The queen and prince Charles own 
property in Britain from Balmoral 
to Newquay, but the royals still get 
an income from the taxpayer to the 
amount of £41.5 million pa (in 2009, 
that included the civil list, government 
grants for the palaces, various annuities 
and the maintenance of such essentials 
as equerries). The household recently 
asked for £4 million extra. These 
figures, by the way, don’t include 
the bill for security (just like an 
estimate for the Olympics). Cost isn’t 
everything, but at a time when even 
disability benefit is under pressure, 
dissent about expense doesn’t make 
you a misery-guts. 

• Constitutional The political defence 
is that, because the queen is sovereign, 
she denies power to others, as well as 
being head of the armed forces, so this 
will prevent a coup, either military or 
civilian-fascist. 

As part of the informal constitution 
authority is vested in the sovereign, 
but as she/he “depends on the advice 
of ministers”, it is wielded by them - in 
fact by the prime minister. Ministers 
can “only continue to serve in that 
capacity as long as they retain the 
confidence of parliament”. This 
formula of the ‘crown-in-parliament’ 
means legitimacy doesn’t come from 
a people’s vote or a formal document 
(as in the US), but from whether the 
minister can command a majority in 
the house. With a whipped-in party 
and national loyalty from the Tories, 
this actual assumption of sovereignty 
enabled Tony Blair to go to war in 
Iraq. Margaret Thatcher only needed 
the cabinet to send a task force to the 
Falklands. 

Not all royals prevent coups. In 
1922 in Italy it was king Emmanuel 
III who asked Mussolini to take 
over as duce. In 1926 Mussolini 
even passed a law declaring he was 
solely responsible to the crown, not 
parliament. Victor Emmanuel justified 
his action later by citing his “fear of 
civil war”. Readers may not find it 


hard to imagine a situation in the UK 
held by conservatives to be a state of 
civil war - like the ‘wrong’ political 
movement getting too many votes, 
as in Allende’s Chile. Which way 
would a conservative institution like 
the royal household jump? Discreetly, 
of course. 

• Calm down. Because surely there 
are more important things to discuss. 
It’s a trivial issue, a bit of fun, a bit of 
colour, it’s apolitical, it unifies people. 
This is very much an argument for 
monarchy and Eddie Ford dealt with 
much of this in his article. But with the 
assertion that monarchism is trivial we 
can agree. If some liberals think that 
people will care much about bunting 
and protocol in the polarised and 
self-destructive society that is being 
created, they really are giving into the 
distraction of this costly pomp. Before 
the ‘fairy tale’ of king Wills and Kate, 
we’ll have the ratings winner that is 
Charles and Camilla. 

The royals justify privilege: they 
won’t save it. 

Mike Belbin 
email 

US trembled 

In my view Osama bin Laden was the 
only man who made US imperialism 
tremble in the 21st century. Whose 
war against western imperialism has 
been more powerful? That of Muslim 
religious organisations or that of the 
communists and left? 

One thing is clear: without the 
support of the democratic, peace- 
loving common people - the workers 
of this world - the great anti-imperialist 
revolution won’t succeed. While the 
Soviet Union was fighting against 
western imperialism, that helped 
the nations struggling for liberation 
from western colonialism, and from 
military and economic oppression. 
The USSR had a good and unbreakable 
relation with these nations. It guided 
the liberation wars with communist 
education, and provided a blueprint 
for taking them forward towards 
communist revolution. 

The Soviet anti-imperialist 
struggle was not defeated by the 
western imperialists. It was defeated 
by the betrayal of some comrades 
occupying important party posts, who 
had discarded the Marxist-Leninist 
philosophy for narrow revisionism 
and greed. If the Soviets had had 
leaders like bin Laden who refused 
to compromise their philosophy, 
their fight would still be continuing 
alongside the world’s working class. 

Of course, opposition to western 
imperialism is still being conducted, 
thanks to Cuba, the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea, China, 
Vietnam and leftwing Latin America 
and Africa. As the oppression of 
western imperialism has increased, 
as their war techniques have been 
modernised, so the people’s anti¬ 
imperialist movement led by the 
communist and left parties is being 
strengthened. It will take time to 
win the struggle, since most of the 
world’s political and legal institutions, 
together with modern science and 
technology, are still controlled by 
the imperialists. So the enemy can 
easily dismiss the anti-imperialist 
movements. Nonetheless, the future 
of this movement is bright, and the 
victory of the world anti-imperialist 
revolution is inevitable. It is the only 
way to save this world. 

But what about the narrow anti¬ 
imperialist fight of Muslim religious 
organisations? Intelligent leaders like 
bin Laden, who refuse to compromise 
their philosophy, are being destroyed. 
Their fight has no relation to the 
world’s democratic, peace-loving, 
common people. There is no point 
trying to link them up. Huge numbers 
of people are killed by their anti¬ 
imperialist attacks. These groups 


do not set out to unite the common 
people of this world in order to counter 
imperialism. 

We should also remember that the 
seeds of imperialism are hidden in 
religion too. If bin Laden’s al Qa’eda 
and other Muslim organisations 
defeated western imperialism, there 
is no guarantee that they wouldn’t give 
birth to a new religious imperialism 
or fascism. 

Nonetheless, at present the world’s 
common working class people should 
give sleeping support to their anti¬ 
imperialism, since our two fights 
- against western imperialism - are 
the same. But if in the future the anti¬ 
imperialist revolution succeeded and 
the Muslim organisations wanted to 
follow a religious imperialist path, the 
world’s working class common people 
would have to resist them too. 
Sanjib Sinha 
Kolkata 

Disturbing 

We should be grateful to Tony Clark 
for stating his position succinctly 
(Letters, April 28). It would appear, 
however, he misunderstands Marx. 

Apart from the issue of Marx’s 
supposedly “materialist” interpretation 
of history, which Cyril Smith discussed 
very appositely in his article ‘Where 
are we going?’ ( New Interventions Vol 
12, no3, spring 2008, pp40-45), surely 
the role of the “productive forces” is, if 
anything, crucial in effecting a change 
in production relations tantamount to 
the establishing of a new mode of 
production. 

If the resulting mode is a new form 
of exploitation of the kinds listed by 
Tony then a state machine of some 
sort becomes unavoidable - even if the 
change is from capitalism to socialism, 
some kind of state remains a temporary 
necessity. As Tony rightly says, if all 
that is required for the establishment 
of a certain set of production relations 
is a certain set of productive forces per 
se , then ipso facto no armed force is 
necessary. 

What I am trying to say is that 
the “productive forces” (and to some 
extent the corresponding “production 
relations”) appropriate to the new 
mode of production develop within 
the old. Maurice Dobb illustrated 
this in relation to the transition from 
feudalism to capitalism in his Studies 
in the development of capitalism and 
Giovanni Arrighi has gone into the 
topic in great detail in The long 20th 
century. 

As for ‘peak oil’, an informed 
debate on this question on the left is 
urgently necessary. I too have read 
Vernon Coleman’s Oil apocalypse 
and I find his conclusions disturbing. 
I should like to hear any relevant 
counterevidence. 

Chris Gray 
email 

Irresponsible 

I constantly cross swords with Tony 
Clark over peak oil. Though I agree 
that oil stocks are diminishing - we 
live on a finite planet and oil resources 
are being used irresponsibly. As in 
fact are all other resources essential 
to human life on this planet. It is 
not that capitalism has no thought 
for the future: it has, but this mode 
of production does not allow it to 
husband the earth’s resources. It has 
to constantly increase production or 
face political and economic chaos. 

Capitalism faces many problems 
due to the way it treats the planet, but 
not imminent collapse due to resource 
exhaustion. There are replacements, 
such as nuclear power and coal, but 
they will be used just as irresponsibly. 

Capitalists face speculative 
pressure and economic stagnation. 
The working class faces falling 
living standards and unemployment, 
but without revolution this does not 


amount to capitalist collapse. 

The present price of oil does not 
reflect its cost of production. It reflects 
the instability of the capitalist order 
and its vulnerability to speculators. 

Capitalism’s biggest problem is 
itself. It is in systemic decline. Money 
is pseudo-money. Markets are pseudo¬ 
markets. The night-watchman state is 
long gone. Both states and businesses 
are increasingly under the control of 
bureaucrats. The capitalist owner is 
being increasingly bossed by the state 
and ripped off by its managers. 

Privatisation may be the rage, but 
not only does this turn out to be a way 
of subsidising private enterprise: it is 
also bringing private enterprise under 
the direct control of the state. A kind 
of nationalisation. 

Capitalism is becoming 
bureaucratised and senile. 

Phil Kent 
Haringey 

Real deal 

Congratulations are in order to 
comrade Ben Lewis for his start in 
translating what I consider to be 
the real State and revolution. Since 
Lenin’s pamphlet was incomplete 
and blindly uncritical of Marx’s Civil 
war in France , ‘Republic and social 
democracy in France’ (April 28) is a 
refreshing take on the Marxist view 
of the state. 

Nonetheless, it should be stressed 
that certain themes are outdated, such 
as “abolition of the standing army” 
(Letters, December 9) and localism, 
whether of bourgeois federalism or 
decentralisation fetishes. Hence new 
themes need to be introduced, as has 
been discussed by comrades such as 
Mike Macnair, Paul Cockshott and 
even Moshe Machover. 

The article on electoral tactics is 
very disappointing (‘Propaganda and 
agitation’, April 28). It doesn’t address 
abstentions versus spoiled ballots and 
spoilage campaigns, and ‘communal 
parliaments’. Spoilage campaigns 
help delegitimise the political system 
for workers, while being immune to 
the adage ‘If you don’t vote, don’t 
complain’. 

It’s acknowledged around here that 
some kind of amplified public platform 
is needed to get our points across. 
Those who argue against participation 
in the parliamentary system say that 
such a traditional position would be 
instilling mass confusion. On the one 
hand, parliament is an illegitimate 
institution which must be overthrown, 
but, on the other hand, we must 
participate in parliament. 

When the Bolsheviks participated 
in the duma, that body wasn’t an 
established institution and had very 
little power over an absolutist tsar. 
When the SPD participated in the 
Reichstag, that body too was not yet 
an established institution and had little 
power over an absolutist kaiser (that 
doesn’t excuse the war credits vote 
whatsoever). 

Jacob Richter 
email 

Main issue 

We find it quite incredible that the 
three main parties seemed to put their 
council election campaigns to one side 
in order to try and convince electors 
the alternative vote referendum is the 
only political thing that mattered. 

As Trade Unionist and Socialist 
Coalition spokesperson in Rugby, and 
Tusc candidate in Dunchurch, it seems 
to me almost as if the public spending 
cuts and other policies affecting local 
people were forgotten. Of course, how 
we elect our representatives is also 
important, but we believe the Tories, 
Lib Dems and Labour were hiding 
behind the referendum in order to 
avoid a debate about the cuts. 

This does not surprise us. All three 
main parties suggested massive public 


spending cuts as their solution to the 
economic crisis, despite how this will 
hurt those who need and depend on 
public services. They all went into the 
general election last year demanding 
cuts of between £63 and £46 billion. 
The Tory-Lib Dem government very 
quickly put its policies into practice, 
with massive negative consequences 
for large groups of people, especially 
those on welfare benefits, students in 
further or higher education, youngsters 
who use youth clubs, people who need 
care homes, those who use libraries - 
you name it. All of us who cannot or 
do not want to go private have suffered 
and, once a local service is taken away, 
it will not be restored. 

Labour is no better. Not only 
did it go into the general election 
demanding massive cuts, but 
also since then Labour-controlled 
councils implemented government 
cuts without a fight. They have no 
alternative strategy because they are 
no longer socialist, whereas we have 
consistently put forward the need to 
make the wealthy pay for the crisis 
their bankers created: introduce a 5% 
wealth tax on the wealthiest 10% - 
they won’t miss it and, in itself, this 
would pay off the deficit. Collecting 
the £120 billion per year that the rich 
avoid or evade would also see off 
our economic problems - but Labour, 
like the Tories and their new Lib 
Dem friends, would prefer ordinary 
working people to suffer, despite the 
fact that they did not cause the crisis. 

It is because the three establishment 
parties are the same that we stood as 
anti-cuts candidates. We showed there 
is an alternative. Tusc Against the Cuts 
stood in seven wards in Rugby as part 
of Rugby Against the Cuts campaign 
to promote candidates in all local 
council seats. We may or may not 
have won seats first time out, but we 
will certainly have raised the level of 
debate. 

Pete McLaren 

Rugby 

In the long run 

Supporters of Workers Fund Iran 
will be pounding the streets in the 
Hamburg marathon on May 22. They 
will be getting their running shoes on 
to raise sponsorship money for the 
important and unique work of this 
charity. Can you support them? 

WFI was founded in December 
2005, inspired by suggestions from 
veteran Iranian labour activist Albert 
Sohrabian (1927-2004). WFI aims to 
reduce and relieve poverty amongst 
Iranian workers (both employed and 
unemployed). This results from both 
the economic policies of the Iranian 
regime and the sanctions imposed by 
other countries. The charity puts at 
the centre of its activities the drive 
to rebuild international working class 
solidarity, directly with the workers 
of Iran. 

The charity is an independent 
organisation. Funds sent to Iran will 
be distributed amongst the most 
needy working class families who 
are facing destitution, regardless of 
political affiliation. We hope this will 
stop families sending their children 
to the streets as beggars or peddlers 
and selling their body parts, which is 
a common practice. 

You can sponsor us online using 
Charity Choice’s website at www. 
charitychoice.co.uk/donation. 
asp?ref= 154051. So far runners from 
England, France, Italy, Germany, 
Sweden and USA will participate to 
raise funds for this cause. You can 
show your support by wearing a 
Workers Fund Iran t-shirt and walking 
with us. If you would like to run the 
half-marathon or the marathon with us 
and support our cause, please email us 
at workersfund@gmail.com. 
Workers Fund Iran 
email 
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OPEN LETTER _ 

No vote 
for Galloway 

This ‘Open letter to the left’ was issued by the Manchester- 
based blogger, ‘Infantile and disorderly’, on May 2. Since 
then it has been carried by a number of other websites, 
including RevLeft and the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty. 
Needless to say, the editors of this paper disagree with the 
call not to vote for George Galloway and the Coalition 
Against Cuts list - we were for critical support - but we print 
it in the interests of debate 



George Galloway: not standing for Tehran Central 


O n May 5, George Galloway 
will be standing for election 
to Holyrood. The former Re¬ 
spect MP for Bethnal Green and Bow 
and Labour MP for Glasgow Kel¬ 
vin is heading the George Galloway 
(Respect) - Coalition Against Cuts 
list. He has the backing of Solidar¬ 
ity, the Socialist Workers Party and 
the Socialist Party in Scotland. On his 
election website, Galloway pledges 
to “oppose every cut to schools, hos¬ 
pitals and public services” and “fight 
for a parliament with the powers to 
tax the rich bankers and big business 
to help pay for jobs and decent public 
services”. It sounds fine, but there is 
no way those on the left can extend 
any level of support for George Gal¬ 
loway. 

Galloway is a supporter of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran. When 
questioned at a recent public meeting, 
Galloway denied ever supporting 
president Ahmadinejad and even 
offered £1,000 to anyone who could 
prove his support. However, while 
interviewing the Iranian president 
on his Press TV show, The real deal , 
last August, Galloway stated that he 
requires “police protection in London 
from the Iranian opposition because 
of my support for your election 
campaign. I mention this so you know 
where I’m coming from.” In fact, while 
Iran’s 2009 election is widely accepted 
to have been rigged, Galloway has 
stated in his Daily Record blog that 
the electoral count “was awesome” and 
the million-plus protesters took to the 
streets because “too many people were 
allowed to vote” (his emphasis). 

The Iranian regime incarcerates, 
tortures and executes political 
opponents, including leftists, trades 
unionists and leaders of the radical 
students’ movement. It does the same 
to those found guilty of “war against 
god”, a charge levelled at political 
dissidents. Confessions are extracted 
under torture and duress and at times 
broadcast on state TV channels, 
including Press TV. Those found 
guilty of adultery and homosexuality 
can face the death penalty. Sakineh 
Mohammadi Ashtiani (called “the so- 
called stoning case” by Galloway on 
Press TV) was sentenced to death by 
stoning in a court speaking a language 
she didn’t speak herself. George 
Galloway denies that homosexuality 
is punishable by death in Iran. On The 
Wright show, Galloway stated that “the 
papers seem to imply that you get 
executed in Iran for being gay. That’s 
not true.” He then inferred that the 
boyfriend of gay Iranian asylum seeker 
Mehdi Kazemi had been executed for 
“sex crimes” against young boys and 
not for being gay. 

It’s unsurprising that Galloway 
publicly supports the Islamic Republic. 
He is an employee of Press TV, the 
Iranian state propaganda channel. 
While serving as a MP, Galloway 


was forced to declare his earnings 
from Press TV, which ranged from 
between £5,000 and £20,000 for his 
various shows. 

As pro-democracy protests engulf 
Syria, it’s worth remembering that 
Galloway has previously heaped 
praise upon the Syrian regime and 
authoritarian ruler, Bashar al-Assad. 
Addressing Damascus University in 
late 2005, Galloway said: “For me he 
is the last Arab ruler, and Syria is the 
last Arab country. It is the fortress of 
the remaining dignity of the Arabs.” 
Galloway has expressed approval for 
other dictators too, once describing 
Pakistan’s general Musharraf as an 
“upright sort”. Far from a consistent 
democrat, after the 1999 coup brought 
Musharraf to power Galloway told The 
Mail on Sunday that “Only the armed 
forces can really be counted on to hold 
such a country together... Democracy 
is a means, not an end in itself and 
it has a bad name on the streets of 
Karachi and Lahore.” 

Galloway’s Christian beliefs have 
influenced his views on abortion and 
stem cell research. He doesn’t believe 
in evolution. In The Independent 
on Sunday in 2004 Galloway said: 
“I’m strongly against abortion. I 
believe life begins at conception, and 
therefore unborn babies have rights. 
I think abortion is immoral.” He was 
absent from all votes on the Human 
Fertilisation and Embryology Bill 
(which included attempts to reduce 
the abortion time limit in the UK). His 
notable absenteeism extends to many 
LGBT issues and euthanasia. Then 
again, Galloway always had fairly 
lamentable levels of parliamentary 
participation. As a Respect MP, 
Galloway only participated in 98 out of 
1,288 votes. In 2006, he claimed more 
expenses than any other backbench MP 
in parliament. 

Galloway’s egoism has always 
been astounding. While most socialists 
consider it standard for workers’ 
representatives to be elected on a 
workers’ wage (not an impoverishing 


amount, but the salary of a skilled 
worker), Galloway has declared 
he couldn’t possibly live on “three 
workers’ wages”. And what else other 
than pure vanity can have driven an 
appearance on Big brother , which 
discredited whole sections of the left? 

Finally, it’s worth remembering that 
Respect’s own councillors in Tower 
Hamlets have voted through cuts to 
public services. 

We call on socialists to offer no 
support for Galloway’s election 
campaign • 

Moshe Machover (Israeli socialist) 

- Torab Saleth (Workers Left Unity 
Iran) - Mehdi Kia (co-editor Middle 
East Left Forum) - Charlie Pottins 
(Unite and Hands Off the People of 
Iran steering committee) Rosie Kane 
(Scottish Socialist Party) - Nima 
Kisomi (Iranian socialist) - Sahar 
G (Iranian socialist) - Suran Badfar 
(Iranian Socialist) - Vicky Thompson 
(Hopi) - Tami Peterson (National 
Union of Students LGBT committee) 

- David Broder (The Commune) - 
Steve Ryan (The Commune) - Barry 
Biddulph (The Commune) - Sinead 
Rylance (Communist Students) - 
Ustun Yazar (Communist Students) 

- Reyhaneh Sadegzadeh (Communist 
Students) - Alex Allan (Communist 
Students) - James O’Leary 
(Communist Students) - Sebastian 
Osthoff (Communist Students) - 
Komsan Duke (Anarchist Federation) 

- William J Martin (Batley and Spen 
CLP) - Elsie Wraight (Manchester 
Labour Students) - Rachael Howe 
(Love Levenshulme Hate Cuts 
campaign) - Karen Broady (Unison) - 
Ste Monaghan (GMB) - Edd Mustill 
(NUJ) - Dan Read (NUJ) - Pete 
Cookson (NUT) - Joe Broady (Bectu) 

- Raphie De Santos (‘The left banker’) 

- Andrew Coates (socialist blogger) - 
Michael Leversha (student activist) 

- Beth Marshall (student activist) - 
Nima Barazandeh (student activist) 

- Democratic Socialist Alliance 
(organisation). 



London Communist Forum 

Saturday May 7, 5pm, Lucas Arms, Grays Inn Road (nearest tube: 
Kings Cross). ‘The Arab revolution’. Speakers to be confirmed. 

CPGB podcasts 

Every Monday we upload a podcast of commentary on the current 
political situation. In addition, the site features voice files of public 
meetings and other events: http://cpgb.podbean.com. 

Communist Students 

For meetings in your area, contact info@communiststudents.org.uk or 
check out www.communiststudents.org.uk. 

Radical Anthropology Group 

Tuesdays, 6.45pm to 9pm, St Martin’s Community Centre, 43 
Carol Street, London NW1 (Camden tube). 

May 10: ‘A lunarchist interpretation of European megaliths’. Speaker: 
Fabio Silva. 

Defend the right to protest 

Thursday May 5, 6.30pm: Emergency meeting, Friends Meeting 
House, Euston Road, London NW1. Speakers include: John 
McDonnell, Laurie Penny, Alfie Meadows, Charlie Veitch. 

Organised by Defend the Right to Protest: www. 
defendtherighttoprotest.org. 

Support Iranian hunger strikers 

Friday May 6, 2pm: Demonstration, Parliament Square, London 
SW1, followed by march to home office, Marsham Street, London 
SW1. Free detained Iranian asylum-seekers in fifth week of hunger 
strike. 

Organised by No Borders and Stop Deportations Network: http:// 
london.noborders.org.uk/node/499. 

Unite Grassroots Left 

Saturday May 7,11.30am to 4pm: Supporters’ conference, room 3E, 
University of London Union, Malet Street, London WC1. Non-Unite 
members welcome. Registration free. 

Organised by Unite Grassroots Left: www.grassrootsleft.org. 

Defend council housing 

Saturday May 7,12 noon: National meeting, Camden Town Hall, 
Judd Street, London WC1. Organise next steps in campaign against 
Localism Bill. 

Organised by Defend Council Housing: defendcouncilhousing.org.uk. 

Keep Our NHS Public meetings 

Monday May 9, 7pm: Camden Town Hall, Judd Street, London 
WC1. With Frank Dobson MP. 

Monday May 9, 7.30pm: Chestnuts Community Centre, St Ann’s 
Road, London N15. 

Tuesday May 10, 7.30pm: Quaker Meeting House, la Jewel Road 
(off Hoe Street), London El7. 

Thursday May 12, 7pm: Archway Methodist Hall, Archway Close, 
London N19. With Jeremy Corbyn and Emily Thomberry MP. 
Thursday June 9, 7.30pm: Ealing Town Hall, New Broadway, 
London W5. With John Lister and Katy Clark MP. 

Organised by Keep Our NHS Public: www.keepoumhspublic.com. 

Defend the 145 

Monday May 9, 9am: Demonstration, City of Westminster 
Magistrates Court, 70 Horseferry Road, London SW1. Protest at 
hearing of Fortnum and Mason occupiers. 

Friday May 13, 7pm: Entertainment, Bull and Gate, Kentish Town, 
London. Music, comedy and debate in support of F and M 145. 
Speakers: Laurie Penny, Robin Hood tax campaign and UK Uncut. 
Tickets: £5 in advance. 

Organised by UK Uncut and Art Uncut: contact@artuncut.org.uk. 

The hardest hit fight back 

Wednesday May 11,11am: March, Victoria Embankment, London 
Wl. Protest against the cuts threatening disabled people’s benefits, 
services, jobs and rights. Followed by lobby of MPs, as passage of 
Welfare Reform Bill reaches a critical stage. 

Organised by The Hardest Hit: thehardesthit.wordpress.com. 

Solidarity with Egypt trade unions 

Thursday May 12, 7pm: Rally, NUJ headquarters, Headland House, 
308-312 Gray’s Inn Road, London WC1.Report-back by trade 
unionists from Britain, recently returned from Egypt. 

Organised by Solidarity with Middle East and North Africa Workers 
Network: http://menasolidarity.posterous.com. 

End the siege 

Saturday May 14,12 noon: Protest, opposite Downing Street, 
Whitehall, London SW1. ‘End the Siege on Gaza - Free Palestine’. 
Speakers include Andy Slaughter MP, Caroline Lucas MP. 

Called by Palestine Solidarity Campaign, Stop the War Coalition, 
British Muslim Initiative, Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament and 
Palestinian Fomm in Britain: www.palestinecampaign.org. 

Levellers day 

Saturday May 14: Festival, Burford, Oxfordshire. Speakers include: 
Paul Mason (BBC Newsnight ), Billy Hayes (CWU). Kate Douglas 
(Oxford and District Trade Union Council). Performers include: Alun 
Parry, Ann Lister and Trev Williams. Tickets: £12/£8, whole day; 
£7.50/£5, after 1pm; under-14s free. 

Organised by the Levellers Day Committee: www.levellers.org.uk. 

March to save the NHS 

Tuesday May 17, 5.30pm: March to Whitehall. Assemble UCH, 
Gower Street, London SW1. 

Organised by Keep Our NHS Public: www.keepoumhspublic.com. 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the stmggle going. Put our party’s 
name and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your 
will. If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us. 
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THE STATE 



The jamboree might have been spoilt 


A day of absolute monarchy 
and criminalising republicanism 


The establishment did not want anything to interfere with the royal wedding celebrations - including 
‘unruly’ free speech and the democratic right to protest. Eddie Ford reports 


Q uite plainly, the establish¬ 
ment was desperate for the 
royal wedding to be hailed 
as an outstanding success - a glori¬ 
ous advert for UK pic. Failure was 
not an option. To this end, we have 
been bombarded with dazzling sta¬ 
tistics which appear to confirm that 
the April 29 nuptials represented a 
massive propaganda victory for the 
monarchist cause. 

So a near triumphant BBC press 
release tells us that a “peak audience 
of 20 million viewers (70% share) 
from across the UK” tuned into the 
BBC’s television coverage of the roy¬ 
al wedding and that “over the day 34.7 
million viewers in the UK watched 
some of the BBC’s wedding coverage 
on TV” (those watching the cover¬ 
age on Sky News peaked at just over 
600,000). We are also told that the 
‘killjoy’ refuseniks who watched oth¬ 
er terrestrial channels during the wed¬ 
ding accounted for only 0.6% of the 
British viewing public. Then, almost 
breathlessly, we have been informed 
that globally some two billion peo¬ 


ple watched the wedding. Everyone 
adores the British monarchy, it seems. 

However, it almost goes without 
saying that these impressive-looking 
statistics should be treated with ex¬ 
treme scepticism - not regarded as 
definite proof of royalist ideologi¬ 
cal supremacy. Some statisticians 
have even treacherously suggested 
that these numbers are essentially 
nonsense. Hence the BBC viewing 
figures for the wedding, like all such 
exercises, are based on a (purport¬ 
edly) “representative” sample of 
1,000 viewers with meters in their 
homes. Most, of course, watched only 
a small part of the wedding cover¬ 
age - often whilst doing something 
else. Meanwhile, the global figures 
are obviously wishful thinking. The 
world’s population is currently esti¬ 
mated to be 6.92 billion, of which just 
under 1.5 billion possess a TV set. 
Logic alone dictates that for any given 
period of time, even if we have ready 
access to a set, we will be engaged in 
some form of activity other than TV 
watching - sleeping, working, having 


sex, etc. Therefore, it is a reasonably 
safe proposition that not everyone in 
the world was glued to their TV set 
watching the ‘fairy tale’ wedding of 
William Arthur Philip Louis Windsor 
and Catherine Elizabeth Middleton. 

For those still desperately seeking 
monarchist affirmation, for whatever 
peculiar reason, there are plenty of 
other statistics to draw comfort from. 
For instance, Facebook claimed that 
more than 6.8 million people com¬ 
mented on the wedding within the 
first 12 hours of the event (whether 
all these Facebook comments were 
complimentary or nor is a differ¬ 
ent matter), whilst on Twitter, users 
were posting 237 tweets every sec¬ 
ond about the service, with a grand 
total of four million tweets (and still 
counting). 

Then there is the obviously mar¬ 
vellous fact that 1,000 miles of bunt¬ 
ing was sold for the wedding, most 
of it used for the street parties held 
across the UK. And some 100 million 
pints of beer were served during the 
ritual (though not at the couple’s wed¬ 


ding reception: a Buckingham Palace 
source said that beer “isn’t really an 
appropriate drink to be serving in the 
queen’s presence” - it was important 
to “give their guests a sophisticated 
experience”). 

But, for all that, the royal wedding 
has exposed an underlying anxiety at 
the heart of the establishment. That 
is, a worry that the British public are 
not as fervently royalist as they used 
to be - or should be. Deference levels 
have declined. Respect for authority 
has deteriorated. Damn it, Britain is 
just not as ... British as it used to be. 
Thus the almost neurotic over-egging 
of the royalist pudding on April 29, in 
a strained effort to put the pomp-and- 
circumstance crap back into British 
identity. 

Interestingly enough, a poll con¬ 
ducted only a few days before the 
wedding by The Guardian/ICM pro¬ 
vides evidence that the attitude of 
the British people to the institution 
of the monarchy is far from one of 
unambiguous veneration. We find out 
that only 37% were “genuinely inter¬ 


ested” in the wedding, while 46% said 
they were not. Even so, 47% thought 
they would “probably” watch it on 
television, including a majority of 
women and people aged between 18 
and 24. Almost the same proportion, 
49%, said they were “more excited” 
by the idea of an extra bank holiday 
than the actual wedding. Nearly half 
those questioned, 47%, agreed that 
the monarchy is a “unifying force”, 
as opposed to 36% who think it “di¬ 
visive”. More significantly, a minority 
of 26% think the country would be 
“better off’ getting rid of the royal 
family. While the most enthusiastic 
supporters of the monarchy are pen¬ 
sioners, among 19-24s a relatively 
large 37% think that Britain should 
ditch the monarchy. 

From this welter of data The 
Guardian concludes - not entirely 
inaccurately - that there seemed to 
be “tolerant scepticism rather than 
royalist hysteria around the wedding 
itself’. Or, to put it another way, the 
British people - as things stand now - 
are broadly composed of “moderate” 
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republicans and increasingly less en¬ 
thusiastic or “reluctant” monarchists. 

Overreaction 

The fundamental insecurity of the 
establishment was fully revealed 
by its irrationally authoritarian 
overreaction to protests against the 
royal wedding jamboree - or, more 
accurately still, to even the very 
thought of someone mounting a 
protest on such a happy day: surely 
a thought crime, if not evidence of 
mental disorder. 

Accordingly, 99 people were “ex¬ 
cluded” or “barred” from the City 
of Westminster on April 29. A small 
area was declared a “sterile” zone by 
the police, using the powers of the 
2005 Serious Organised Crime and 
Police Act - meaning that all public 
access to it was forbidden and the po¬ 
lice could exercise absolutist control 
there. Licence for state oppression, in 
other words. 

Then there were the “pre-emp¬ 
tive arrests” of 70 people - some on 
the day before the wedding - under 
Section 60 of the Criminal Justice 
Act 1996, which grants the police 
‘emergency’ stop and search powers. 
More state oppression. These “pre¬ 
emptive” arrests involved police raids 
on squats and social centres and were 
justified on the grounds the arrested 
individuals might be considering a 
“breach of the peace” or a “conspira¬ 
cy to cause a public nuisance” - that 
is, having bad or wicked thoughts. 
Indeed, in the words of police com¬ 
mander Bob Broadhurst, those who 
posed a “threat” to the royal wedding 
(ie, protestors) represented a “threat 
to democracy” itself. And, of course, 
to counter this “threat” - the threat of 
people exercising their supposed right 
to free speech and protest - Scotland 
Yard deployed 5,000 officers “in¬ 
terspersed with military personnel”, 
with marksmen from the Metropolitan 
police’s specialist firearms unit on a 
‘shoot to kill’ footing and ‘special 
forces’ infiltrating the crowds. 

So here was the “robust” polic¬ 
ing to ensure that the marriage of 
William and Kate was a “safe, secure 
and happy event” - as promised by 
commander Christine Jones, the Met 
officer in control of operations on that 
glorious, god-blessed, day. After all, 
she complained, “there are 364 other 
days of the year when people can 
come to London and demonstrate” - 
so why pick April 29 as well, unless 
your only intention is to persecute the 
innocent royal couple and unpatrioti- 
cally disrupt the nation’s rejoicing? 
Some things are sacred, it seems, 
and therefore should be protected 


from ‘unruly’ democratic criticism 
or protest. 

It was hard to remember sometimes 
that the happy occasion was supposed 
to be ‘non-political’. Strangely enough 
though, we as taxpayers have to pay 
the security bill, now estimated at 
more than £20 million - poor, cash- 
strapped things that are the Windsors 
and Middletons (the “commoner”, 
Kate Middleton, it should be noted in 
passing, is descended from a pit owner 
and well-to-do wool merchants from 
the 18th century, whilst her ‘ordinary’ 
parents jointly own Party Pieces - a 
private company with an estimated 
value of £30 million). 

As part of the “pre-emptive” strike 
against democracy - sorry, “criminals” 
and “troublemakers” - the Met ob¬ 
tained ‘intelligence’ from the Fixated 
Threat Assessment Centre - a police 
unit set up in 2006 together with vari¬ 
ous mental health agencies to identify 
individuals purportedly “obsessed” 
with members of the royal family (or 
‘celebrities’ in general). The FTAC 
receives around 1,000 referrals a year 
of people judged to have engaged in 
“inappropriate” or “harassing” com¬ 
munications towards members of the 
royal family, politicians or other ‘ce¬ 
lebrities’. They may then be referred 
to local health services for further 
assessment and potential involuntary 
commitment. In some cases, they may 
be detained by police under the sec¬ 
tion 136 powers of the Mental Health 
Act 1983 prior to referral. Without 
indulging in Orwellian paranoia or 
conspiratorial fantasies, deploying 
mental health bodies like they were an 
auxiliary arm of the police does have a 
whiff of Soviet-style practices - using, 
and abusing, psychiatric medicine in 
the service of state repression. 

On April 29 itself there were 55 
‘non-pre-emptive’ or ‘ordinary’ ar¬ 
rests, including those involved in the 
‘Government of the Dead’s Right 
Royal Orgy/Zombie Wedding’. 
The event was billed on Facebook 
and elsewhere as featuring “rumpy 
pumpy” and a “mass bed-in”, with a 
“spanking new working guillotine” - 
though it did add the disclaimer that 
“this is a totally non-terrorist event 
and bears absolutely no resemblance 
to the Jacobin terror of 1793-94”. 
This piece of street theatre - jointly 
organised with the anti-cuts LBGT 
campaigning group, Queer Resistance 
- was scheduled to end with the mock 
execution of a selected member of 
the royal family, most probably at the 
‘not the royal wedding’ street party 
organised by Republic in Red Lion 
Square. This had initially been banned 
by Camden council on the ostensible 


— Fighting fund — 

Excellent start 


Our May fighting fund has got 
off to an excellent start - which is 
just as well, because we were well 
down on our £1,250 target in April. 

Despite a number of comrades 
doing their best to help us beat the 
May 1 deadline, we ended up with 
just £1,078. EL (£25) and JME 
(£20) made last-minute PayPal 
transfers, while BJ (£25), LP and 
DF (£20 each) phoned in IOUs. It 
all counts! Thanks also to PM, SB, 
DC and CC for their end-of-the- 
month standing orders. 

After the bank holiday break, 
however, I found there were no 
fewer than 14 comrades whose 
standing orders had come through. 
Thanks to all of you, but I will pick 
out SD (£30), AD (£25), SM, BP 
and CG (£20 each) for special 
mention. Then there were PayPal 


gifts from AK and GP (two more 
£20 donations), as well as £10 
cheques from PT and HC, not to 
mention the £5 handed over to a 
Weekly Worker seller at the London 
May Day march! Thank you, one 
and all. May’s fund already stands 
at £281 after just five days. 

While I was pleased that over the 
last seven days an above-average 
four comrades contributed via our 
website, this obviously remains a 
tiny proportion, compared to the 
12,335 who read us online last 
week. Anyone got any ideas how 
I can persuade the other 12,331 to 
join in? 

Robbie Rix 

Fill in a standing order form 
(back page), donate via our 
website, or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker 


grounds that this rather respectable 
liberal grouping had not submitted a 
“management plan” - which turned 
out to be thoroughly untrue. Rather, 
the establishment was displaying its 
determination that nothing should be 
allowed to detract from its big day. In 
reality Republic calls for a “directly 
elected” head of state - ie, an elected 
‘monarch’, as opposed to an unelected 
one. 

Anyway, and needless to say, the 
police arrested 10 or more of the 
Soho Square ‘zombie flashmob’ par¬ 
ticipants, quickly moving in when one 
of the protestors launched into “We 
all live in a fascist regime” - sung to 
the tune of the Beatles’ ‘Yellow sub¬ 
marine’ - possibly proving that satire 
is sometimes redundant. Prior to the 
arrest, police officers can be seen on 
YouTube telling activists to disperse 
before they “offend” royalists - which 
they obviously did. Additionally, the 
police swooped on a group of five 
people, three of them zombies, when 
they entered a branch of Starbucks 
on Oxford Street - arresting them “on 
suspicion of planning a breach of the 
peace”. Otherwise known to you and 
me as ordering a cup of coffee. 

However, the main organisers 
of the Right Royal Orgy were “pre¬ 
emptively” arrested the previous day 

- principally comrades Chris Knight 
and Camilla Power, alongside Patrick 
Macroidan (affectionately known as 
“the executioner”) in London, and 
Charlie Veitch, routinely described by 
the mainstream media as a “self-con¬ 
fessed” anarchist, in Cambridge (see 
our interview with comrade Knight, 
pp6-7). Comrades Knight and Power 
are also known for their anthropo¬ 
logical work and are regular speak¬ 
ers at the CPGB’s annual Communist 
University. 

Criminalise 

What is clear, and disturbing, is 
that the official reaction to even the 
mildest form of republican sentiment 
or dissent has been to try to silence 
or effectively criminalise it - an 
unfortunately all too easy task for 
the authorities, given the panoply of 
draconian and anti-democratic laws at 
its disposal. So can you imagine how 
they would react when confronted by 
a mass, working class-led republican 
movement? Another worrying 
development was the simultaneous 
purge of dozens of anti-cuts and 
socialist groups by Facebook bosses 

- doubtlessly seeing the distraction of 
the royal wedding as their opportunity. 
Those groups axed without warning 
include UK Uncut, Save NHS, Arts 
Against Cuts, Goldsmiths Fight Back, 
Socialist Unity, Central London SWP, 
SWP Cork, Ecosocialists Unite, York 
Anarchists, etc. Bedtime for free 
speech and democracy. 

In other words, who can disagree 
that the royal wedding has certainly 
been a chance to show-case Britain at 
its most traditional best - obscenely 
privileged, corrupt, authoritarian and 
anti-democratic? Not to mention utterly 
ridiculous. Yes, good, old-fashioned 
royalist values - at permanent war with 
the forces of the new republican Britain 
that we communists want to usher in by 
winning the battle for democracy. Far 
from being “reluctant”, communists are 
unabashedly proud and militant repub¬ 
licans - as an intrinsic part of our fight 
for extreme democracy across all of 
society. 

Furthermore, we have yet again 
been shown the severe limits of so- 
called ‘bourgeois democracy’ - a mis¬ 
nomer if ever there was one. The bour¬ 
geoisie has never been a democratic 
class and any democratic rights that 
currently exist, and which can evapo¬ 
rate so quickly thanks to the likes of 
section 60, do so purely because the 
working class has ferociously fought 
for them in the teeth of bourgeois and 
aristocratic opposition • 

eddie.ford@weeklyworker.org.uk 


Communist 
Party Books 



■ Revolutionary strategy 

Marxism and the challenge of left unity. Mike Macnair critically exam¬ 
ines the strategic ideas of socialists since Marx and Engels. 

£7.99/€9.50 


■ Remaking Europe 


Jack Conrad argues that the working class can and must establish a 
fully articulated programme with a view to wining our own, social, 
Europe. 

A Europe stamped by the working class, which is ready for its domina¬ 
tion and rapid emancipatory extension. 


■ Which road? 


£5.00/€6.00 


The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve those 
in the workers movement who had no interest in revolution, those who 
preferred compromise with capitalism rather than its destruction. 

£6.95/€8.30 


■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the USSR from 
Stalin’s monocratic dictatorship to the twists and turns of Gorbachev’s 
perestroika and Yeltsin’s counter coup. Throughout the stress is on the 
necessity for democracy. 


£6.95/€8.30 


■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. 
Particular attention is paid to the Bolsheviks anti-boycottism and their 
strategy for revolution. Vital for principled activists. 


£4.95/66.00 

■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and centralism? 

Jack Conrad explores this thorny issue and shows that unity in action is 
only sustainable when minorities have the right to organise and become 
the majority. 


£4.95/66.00 


Buy all 6 books for £30/636 and save £6.79/68.10 
Delivery free within the United Kingdom 


Please send me a copy of: 


Revolutionary strategy □ 

Remaking Europe □ 

Which road? □ 

From October to August □ 

In the enemy camp □ 

Problems of communist organisation □ 


I enclose a cheque payable to CPGB for £/6 

Name_ 

Address_ 


Email_ 

Send payment to: BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX 
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DISSENT 


Getting the 
message across 

Chris Knight of the Radical Anthropology Group was among those arrested for attempting a street 
theatre performance to coincide with the royal wedding. They were accused of ‘conspiracy to cause a 
public nuisance’ and detained for more than 24 hours. He spoke to Peter Manson 



Chris Knight: street theatre 


I ’ve been saying all along that, de¬ 
spite what they claim about this 
being a private wedding, the fact 
is that it was taxpayers who paid for 
this party - the security costs were by 
far the highest component. So it was 
our party and we had every right to 
be part of the proceedings. 

Not everyone in the country is a 
monarchist. Some of us are socialists, 
republicans, anarchists ... but all of us 
should have been able to participate in 
this joyful occasion, in whatever ways 
made us feel comfortable. Personally, I 
only felt comfortable with a guillotine. 
To cut through all the royalist media 
propaganda we needed a striking 
image, something the cameras could 
pick up. I can’t think of anything more 
likely to do that than our very large 
guillotine, something that looks as 
though it might be quite efficient at 
doing the job. 

We were going to go along as royals 
- to be honest, if it’s good enough for 
them, it’s good enough for us. Why 
can’t we be princes and princesses 
and put various baubles and crowns 
on our heads? As an anthropologist, I 
admire hunter-gatherers. When some 
Kalahari bushmen were once asked, 
‘Who is your king?’, the answer came 
back: ‘Well, actually, all of us.’ When 
everyone is king, no-one is king. I’ve 
always admired that logic of levelling 
up rather than levelling down. I’ve 
never felt particularly inspired by 
campaigns for a bourgeois republic: 
swapping royalist fancy dress for the 
fancy dress of a president’s suit and 
tie. 

So let’s have really good fancy 
dress. We had the costumes and were 
going to be out in our finery. It was a 
wedding, so why not be sexy? And it 
was just before May Day - when in this 
country we used to have traditional 
erections, Maypoles and so on, with 
associated fertility rites. So some of us 
felt quite happy to be part of all that. 

But probably the majority of us 
were going to be zombies. We had 
this idea - Dead for a Day. I had my 
megaphone and I was going to play 


around with the notion, who are the 
zombies? Is it all these people waving 
union jacks, being mesmerised by 
the state? Mesmerised so as not to 
notice the very real cruel and unusual 
punishment being meted out at that 
very moment? All the lollipop ladies 
and ambulance drivers among half a 
million public service workers being 
sacked? So we were going to have 
a zombie march, meeting in Soho 
Square. If we hadn’t all been arrested, 
with raids on squats all round London, 
I imagine we would have had a good 
showing of several hundred. It would 
have been a most uplifting spectacle. 

We were going to guillotine one 
particular royal. I’m one of those 
people aiming to keep the whole 
country together. I don’t want to be 
divisive on such occasions, so we 
had a poll to find out which of the 
royals was the best candidate to unite 
the entire country in celebrating a 
beheading. It was obvious that the 
odious Andrew was the people’s 
choice. If you read the American 
tabloids, he’s apparently wanted 
by the FBI for his close association 
with convicted sex offender Jeffrey 
Epstein. There’s a photograph of 
Andrew with his arm round one of 
the under-age prostitutes that Epstein 
introduced him to. Then there is his 
apparent advocacy of bribery on 
behalf of BAE Systems, as revealed by 
Wikileaks. We’re talking about BAE 
systems, weapons supplier of choice 
to the Saudi royals who’ve recently 
invaded Bahrain, whose crown prince 
(among those invited to the wedding) 
has started firing live rounds against 
pro-democracy demonstrators. And, 
of course, there is Andrew’s intimate 
friendship with president Aliyev of 
Azerbaijan and various other central 
Asian despots, dictators and torturers. 

I happen to know that quite a 
number of her majesty’s prison officers, 
soldiers and security personnel are 
incandescent with rage at the queen 
for conferring on her favourite son the 
highest possible honour - the Knight 
Grand Cross of the Royal Victorian 
Order. She awarded this to Andrew 
on March 26, the very day a million 
of us were marching through central 
London. She had decided to do this 
back in February, one day after the 
tabloids splashed the latest Andrew 
scandal involving Jeffrey Epstein. 
Soldiers who had served in the 
Falklands or Afghanistan and who 
used to be monarchists felt insulted 
by what the Daily Mail referred to as 
the “tarnished medal”. 

So guillotining an effigy of prince 
Andrew would have been a popular 
move. You have to start somewhere, 
after all. And not everyone in the land 
would have thought it appropriate to 
guillotine Wills and Kate on the very 
day of their wedding. 

Wedding plans 

There were two things happening on 
that day. The first was a wedding. 
I’ve got no problem at all with a 
couple displaying their affection and 


commitment to each other in public. 
A wedding is a joyful event. But 
there was another thing happening. 
This was a regime baring its teeth, 
reminding us who’s in charge. 

And the problem I have is with the 
regime. I’m not bitter and twisted or 
a killjoy. I was asked a few times, do 
I wish the couple well? My answer 
was always yes, the same as for any 
other couple getting married. But this 
particular couple had quite enough 
well-wishers already, so I’m obviously 
not going to go out of my way to join 
in. Of course, the regime was having 
to go all out to justify the provocative 
extravaganza of a royal wedding at 
that time - a time when supposedly 
we can’t even afford lollipop ladies 
to make sure kids don’t get run over 
on their way to school. 

Anyway, we were going to have 
our wedding breakfast in Soho 
Square and then we were going to 
have a zombie procession to Eros in 
Piccadilly Circus, where we would 
have continued the street theatre with 
a fertility rite. Zombies do find it a 
bit difficult to have sex, mind you 
- crucial bits of their anatomy keep 
falling off. But you can always put 
them back on. After that, the plan was 
to make our way towards Westminster 
Abbey, where heads would roll. But, 
of course, we recognised that the 
police might possibly have noticed 
a rather large guillotine making its 
way towards the Abbey, so we didn’t 
expect to get all that far. 

So the plan was to do a U-turn 
whenever we got stopped and make 
our way to the ‘official republican’ 
bourgeois street party in Red Lion 
Square, where the execution of 
Andrew would have been carried out. 

The guillotine is absolutely 
magnificent. Unfortunately the whole 
wooden contraption was arrested and 
is still in custody. It is 12 foot high, 


with a shimmering blade and pulleys 
and ropes that look as though they 
might work. There’s a big communist 
red flag on the top, alongside a black- 
and-red anarchist flag, and arching 
over all that a legend reading, “Some 
cuts are necessary” - a quote from Ed 
Miliband. 

Well, it was a shame we couldn’t 
take it to Red Lion Square. It would 
have been a prominent component 
of the festivities, triggering hilarity 
and celebration. But the arrest of 
the guillotine, and of the street 
theatre group, and of all those very 
courageous zombies, including 
parents with their kids (some severely 
intimidated for engaging in a bit of 
face-painting), actually meant that 
the message of resistance got out. It 
got out at least as widely, if not more 
so, than could have happened through 
any actual performance. There’s been 
a widespread feeling of revulsion at 
what amounted to a display of absolute 
monarchy on the day. 

I’ve been asked several times, 
“Chris, what have you got against the 
monarchy?” Or “Isn’t the monarchy 
irrelevant?” Well, the idea that the 
state is irrelevant is stupid. You can’t 
say, ‘I’m against capitalism, but the 
state’s OK.’ And the monarchy is the 
state in Britain. People kept saying, 
‘Come on, just for one day, let the 
whole nation come together without 
protests.’ But there are two answers 
to that. First of all, I don’t even do 
protest: I do street theatre. I find protest 
very boring. What’s the point of going 
round saying, ‘I protest’? Where does 
that get you? But secondly I think it 
would be very dangerous to have 
absolute monarchy, even for one day. 

But, in the event, the monarchy 
did assert that it was absolute. It 
completely zapped any hint of dissent 
through those mass arrests. On our 
part, the idea was to explore those 


boundaries, to see how far we could 
get. We wanted to make sure there 
was at least some signal of resistance. 
Everyone else seemed to have got cold 
feet. For example, Freedom Press, 
calling themselves the ‘legitimate 
anarchists’, announced that anarchists 
don’t care about such irrelevant things 
as monarchy. I’m apparently too 
bureaucratic to be rubber-stamped 
as a legitimate anarchist, but, as you 
know, I’m not an anarchist in any case: 
I’m a Marxist. More precisely, I think 
every anarchist should be a communist 
and every communist an anarchist. 
Anyway, it was remarkable the way 
these folk were almost shouting to the 
police, ‘Not me, guv, we’re not doing 
anything. We don’t even care about 
the monarchy. We’re not having any 
protests or anything like that - we’re 
just gonna be in the pub all day.’ I’m 
not sure whether that’s politics or 
whether it’s just people bottling out. 

Very understandable, if that’s the 
case, but it seems to me that if we’re 
revolutionaries of any stripe we have 
to do what our comrades have been 
doing across the Arab world. In Britain 
we’re not faced at the moment by the 
kind of terror and violence that our 
comrades in Syria, for example, are 
experiencing, but even here we do 
have to take courage and cross that 
barrier of fear. We can’t allow the 
regime to successfully intimidate us. 

So it seemed important to do 
something - preferably something 
enjoyable, something comical, and 
in a way part of the celebrations. 
Celebrating a nice bank holiday in 
the run-up to May Day in a way that 
republicans could feel comfortable 
with. 

Arrest 

We had just completed the magnificent 
guillotine. We’d varnished it and 
attached the flags and we’d also made 
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the comical effigy of prince Andrew, 
complete with long neck (easier to 
chop through). We had pinned onto 
him the Knight Grand Cross bauble 
his mum had given him and we had a 
‘Government of the Dead’ banner and 
a lot of cardboard cut-out silhouettes 
of the various dictators the royals 
invited to the wedding. 

All this had been packed away in 
our van, but we were so ahead of time 
that all 10 or 12 of us decided to go for 
a drink, including the two members of 
the Channel 4 camera crew who had 
been filming us for several days. After 
half an hour or so we were coming 
back to the van and we noticed this 
guy, who turned out to be a plain¬ 
clothes cop. I was just getting my 
keys out ready to drive off, when we 
were suddenly swooped on by around 
25 uniformed officers in five vehicles. 

A woman police officer 
immediately approached me and 
said: “You are under arrest, accused 
of conspiracy to cause a public 
nuisance.” They accused Charlie 
Veitch in Cambridge of the same thing 

- he just goes round with a megaphone 
trying to hug coppers. And the people 
arrested in Soho Square - there were 
two or three dozen detained or 
generally intimidated - were taken to 
Belgravia police station for the same 
reason. It was difficult to believe that 
they would be willing to be made fools 
of in that way - it was so obviously 
street theatre. But Camilla Power, 
Patrick Macroidan, the ‘executioner’ 
in fancy dress, and myself were all 
arrested and hauled off to the royal 
dungeons in Lewisham. For some 
reason they thought Camilla needed 
to be handcuffed, whereas Patrick and 
I didn’t. 

They couldn’t charge us with 
anything, because there was no 
evidence. They searched my home 
three times during the night and the 
subsequent day looking for something 
incriminating. They also rummaged 
through my car and couldn’t find 
anything there either. 

Many of your readers probably 
don’t need to be told what it’s like to 
be in a police cell - a lot of people 
are quite familiar with the experience. 
I’ve been in one a few times, although 
never for quite so long. Twenty-five 
hours is a lot longer than it sounds to 
be in a white, tiled cell, with nothing 
in it except a ledge to sleep on and a 
latrine without any lid. No windows, 
no daylight. You have no idea what 
time it is - they take away your watch, 
your phone and so on, so it could be 
four in the morning or it could be 
midday. 

Every half-hour they noisily flip 
open the little aperture and stare at 
you to make sure you haven’t hanged 
yourself. There’s a CCTV watching 
you all the time, including when 
you’re having a crap. You have to ask 
for everything, including toilet paper - 
you have to beg to be allowed to have 
a crap. If you ask for water they give 
you a tiny little bit. As for the food, 
it’s inedible. 

I don’t want to make too much of 
an issue out of it. But it does remind 
you of the fact that so many people 

- in the Arab world in particular, but 
everywhere, I suppose - are kept in 
worse conditions: for months, years, 
decades ... It’s enough to drive you 
round the bend. But we were in good 
spirits. I was thinking all the time that 
it’s almost a gift that they’ve chosen 
to do this. It’s such a sign of weakness 
that the regime can’t even allow the 
threat posed by a bit of street theatre. 
It doesn’t make them look good. 

No comment 

They interviewed me once for about 
an hour during the time I was held. 
But my solicitor stomped on my 
temptation to give as good as I got. He 
instructed me absolutely categorically 
just to say, ‘No comment’. As soon as 
you say anything at all, you inevitably 
admit to elements of the police story. 



He said, “Why not make them work?” 
I did say one thing at the beginning: “I 
am a member of a street theatre group, 
the Government of the Dead. As with 
Punch and Judy, you can argue against 
it on health and safety grounds, since 
it’s a bit violent. But that’s the point: 
you need a sense of humour.” 

From then on, every time they 
asked questions like, “How can 
you say it’s non-violent to execute 
prince Andrew with a guillotine?” 
I would just say, “I refer you to my 
initial statement about street theatre. 
Otherwise no comment.” They asked, 
“How could you have possibly called 
upon students to hang Nick Clegg?” 
So once again I replied, “It’s street 
theatre and you do need to have 
a sense of humour. Otherwise no 
comment.” 

But it’s so interesting that no 
regime, no state, no functionary, no 
police officer can possibly have a 
sense of humour. It’s the one thing 
they can’t allow. As an anthropologist 
I’m very interested in the whole issue 
of laughter - one of the most important 
things that distinguishes Homo sapiens 
from all other animals. Laughter is a 
potent weapon, in the face of which 
no regime can survive. Every single 
word for the regime has to be taken 
solemnly and literally. Nothing can be 
playful, nothing humorous. 

Now and again during the interview 
they would say, “Come on, Chris, we 
know your solicitor’s advised you to 
say ‘No comment’, but this is your 
opportunity to tell the world. It’s all 
being recorded! Who are you? What’s 
the Government of the Dead about? 
What’s your message?” I just said, 
“Sorry, but I’ve every confidence in 
the professional competence of my 
solicitor and the answer is ... ‘No 
comment’.” They said, “It’s not going 
to look good to a jury. It looks like 
you’ve got something to hide.” It was 
difficult not to rise to the bait -1 felt 
they were making complete fools of 
themselves - and they were doing their 
utmost to get a bit more out of me. 
But every time I hinted that I might 
say something, my solicitor quickly 
made his views clear. 

At one point they said, “What 
have you got against authority?” 
I found it very difficult not to say, 
‘Well, I do have some problems with 
what you call “the authorities”, but 
as for the authority 
of a proletarian 
revolution across 
planet Earth, I’d 
have absolutely ■ - 

no problem with 
that putting you lot 
in your place!’ 

Camilla and 
Patrick got the 
same sort of 
treatment, and 
they gave as good 
as they got, of 


course. But we had all agreed to abide 
by the solicitor’s advice and say, ‘No 
comment’. Camilla was interviewed 
by Channel 4 as she came out and was 
absolutely brilliant. Her description 
of being thrown into a right royal 
dungeon provided a mirror image of 
the glorious nuptials of the lovely pair. 
Like all of us she came out in very 
good spirits - and trying hard not to 
laugh. 

At the same time I feel humbled 
by the courage of the teenagers and in 
some cases even children, who came 
to Soho Square with their face paint 
and found themselves threatened or 
arrested. Very unpleasant. So, while 
there is an element of laughter, there 
is also an element of deep outrage. 

In the end, they couldn’t lay charges. 
I’ve got to return to Lewisham police 
station, as have the other two, on June 
10. In the meantime, absolutely savage 
bail conditions have been imposed. 
I’m not allowed to attend any march, 
demonstration or rally for that six- 
week period. The bail notification I 
was given was signed by a counter¬ 
terrorism officer - in their book, I’m 
a terrorist apparently. I’m told by my 
solicitor that the bail conditions can’t 
possibly hold - there’s no way that’s 
compatible with European human 
rights legislation. The police asked 
me, have I understood this? I said, 
“Well, I do hear what you’re saying, 
but it’s totally unacceptable. You can’t 
possibly stop me attending rallies 
and demonstrations.” But that’s what 
they’re saying. 

After six weeks we will then see 
if they’re going to press charges. If 
there’s a trial, it will probably be later 
in the year. If they managed to find 
a jury that would convict, it would 
involve a severe sentence. You can get 
a lengthy prison term for conspiracy. I 
don’t especially want that, obviously, 
but I would have thought we could 
win any court case. The temptation 
would be to do a Leon Trotsky - “I 
stand here not as the accused, but as 
the accuser”. But I don’t think they 
would be so stupid. 

Ritual and dissent 

One important point. All this 
demonstrates the centrality of ritual. 
We have a state and, as Engels points 
out, the state consists of armed bodies 
of men. But, if they were just armed 
bodies of men, they would have to 

do what Assad is doing in Syria: 
use live rounds and fire shells 
into people’s houses. It does 


Andrew and daughters Beatrice and Eugenie 


help the state if it can use ‘magic’ - if it 
can mesmerise people with pageantry. 

But, when there is pageantry, like 
a royal wedding, there’s no way the 
state can tolerate so much as a hint 
of dissent or pluralism. The smallest 
element of choice as to which ritual 
performance the populace might follow 
would mean the whole thing might 
unravel. So I can see why absolute 
monarchy appeared necessary on the 
day. They couldn’t allow a republican, 
humorous, engaging, infectious parade 
counterposed to the fancy dress of the 
royals in case anyone thought our 
ceremony was a lot more sexy and 
enjoyable than theirs. Ritual pageantry 
- state ritual - is by nature utterly 
intolerant of opposition. I understand 
that a regimental black horse acted like 
an anarchist on April 29 - it reared up 
and cantered off along Whitehall. It’s 
always embarrassing to a regime when 
something thing like that happens. 
And that was just an animal! So what 
if humans had successfully staged an 
alternative to the pageantry and ritual? 

I think they are much more 
frightened of street theatre than they 
are of the odd window being smashed. 
Obviously if as part of a revolution you 
smashed doors or windows to get into 
an important building in large numbers, 
that would be very significant. But, 
in terms of symbolic acts, I always 
think the state and the media love 
anything that will enable them to depict 
republicans, socialists, communists or 
anarchists as violent thugs. But humour 
and music and fancy dress is something 
else. If they’re scared of those kind of 
things, there must be a reason and it 
seems to me we should do more of it. 

Though I wasn’t banking on it, I did 
think there was a chance the regime 
might be a bit more intelligent. While 
clamping down on, say, anarchists 
attacking a bank, why not allow 
professor Knight and his street 
theatre troupe to stage their clowning 
performance, just to make it look like 
the authorities are really quite tolerant? 
Perhaps I wouldn’t have felt too 
comfortable with that! In the event, in 
every interview I expressed solidarity 
with whatever anarchists wanted to do 
and it’s quite clear we chose the right 
motifs, symbols and effigies. There 
was no way they could afford to let 
our message come across on that day. 

Especially the “Some cuts are 
necessary” message. Every time 
when I was interviewed and asked, 
“What’s your message?” I would say, 
“Well, we need a crackdown on crime 
in high places - financial 
crime, war crime, eco- 
crime. Some of the 
royals are involved in 
it and, if you want to 
crack down on crime, 
start at the top. And, if 
you want cuts, you can 
start there as well.” 
That’s a subversive, 
powerful message - 
and it’s got out. As 
far as the results 
of this clampdown 
are concerned, 
there has been a 
fantastic sense of 
everyone coming 
together. 

On the left 
there are so many 
faction fights and 
mutual suspicion, 
but this really 
has unified us 
massively. Those 
who had been 
complaining so 
loudly about the 
street theatre side 
of things have 
certainly gone very 
quiet. If you ask the 
most prominent 
‘legitimate’, so- 
called ‘authorised’ 
anarchists about 
some of the ‘official 


statements’ they were publishing in 
denunciation of us not so long ago - 
well, each and every one now denies 
any knowledge or responsibility. So 
who really did write those statements 
remains something of a mystery. Does 
anyone want to own up? 

Exploit the media 

A major debate within anarchist/ 
direct action circles is ‘Do you talk to 
the media?’ One line is you never do. 
You mask up and when you’re asked a 
question you don’t say anything. 

I’ve been on the television quite a 
lot since March 26, when we had our 
big Trojan horse, and local people 
in the pub have said to me, “Chris, 
nobody else explained like you did why 
you lot were attacking those banks.” I 
had said on television that the banks are 
criminal outfits. We bail them out, they 
belong to us and yet the bankers are 
still occupying the buildings that don’t 
belong to them and they’re stuffing 
their pockets with bonuses. People 
appreciated my explanation of the logic 
behind cosmetically redecorating some 
of those banks on March 26. 

To me it’s a no-brainer. Imagine 
the revolutionaries in Cairo saying, 
‘We’re not going to talk to A1 Jazeera. ’ 
Of course you have to engage with 
the media. Of course you have to 
take advantage of the fact that many 
journalists belong to trade unions, 
are on our side and in many cases are 
revolutionaries. Obviously you have 
to be aware of the dangers. I take for 
granted that the tabloids can’t publish 
anything we say without reminding 
their readers that we’re ‘evil, anarchist 
thugs’. But the idea that you therefore 
retreat into your bunker and go 
speechless -1 just don’t understand it. 

What I’m saying is, as a result 
of March 26 and the magnificent 
Trojan Horse, combined, of course, 
with the UK Uncut stuff and Black 
Bloc stuff (and I’ve got no problem 
with people smashing a window if it 
makes the point) and the street theatre, 
I think we’re winning the argument. 
We do speak in a language that the 
media can relate to. We try to exploit 
contradictions in the bourgeois media 
in order to get our message out to the 
masses. If you don’t do that, you’re 
just talking to your own little ghetto 
bubble or Facebook group. Too many 
anarchists, socialists and communists 
these days just spend the whole time 
looking at a computer screen, living in 
virtual reality. It’s so important to get 
your message out to the wider working 
class. I think we’ve been increasingly 
successful in that, and this is just the 
start. An example is the links and 
contacts we’ve very recently made with 
comrades in the media that I’d describe 
as revolutionaries. 

And the timing has been important. 
This wedding could be the last moment 
when the regime will have anything to 
celebrate. With the reality of the cuts, 
the coalition divisions, the euro-zone 
crisis, the faltering economy, the whole 
population is going to come down with 
a cruel bump - if they haven’t done 
so already. 

There are going to be huge 
demonstrations in a few months time, 
as far as I can work out. There will 
be big strikes in the late summer 
and autumn, possibly approaching 
a general strike - massive industrial, 
social and political unrest. 

I think these relatively minor 
performances by the Government of 
the Dead have helped set the stage for 
those events. They have helped equip 
us in getting our message across in a 
sexy, powerful, attractive, simple way - 
as opposed to long, boring, theoretical 
tracts. Long columns of text are all 
right if you happen to be in one Marxist 
faction or another, but the working 
class aren’t too bothered with all that 
stuff. They want a voice they can hear 
and recognise as their own - one that’s 
saying things loud, clear and simple 
about how to fight the regime, how 
to fight the system and how to win • 
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Can the left win 
over the members? 

National executive candidate Dave Vincent looks forward to the conference of the civil service union 



Candidates to national executive are still not open about their 
political affiliations 


T he annual conference of the 
Public and Commercial Servic¬ 
es union takes place during the 
week of May 16-20, with delegates 
from the entire union coming togeth¬ 
er on May 18-20, following the vari¬ 
ous departmental group conferences. 
PCS is, of course, significant in that 
its national executive is dominated 
by the Socialist Party, while activists 
of the SP-controlled Left Unity fac¬ 
tion will have a large presence on the 
conference floor. Our general secre¬ 
tary is Mark Serwotka, a militant 
leftwinger, who heads a union not af¬ 
filiated to the Labour Party. 

Conference takes place less than 
two months after the fantastic March 
26 TUC anti-cuts demonstration (PCS 
had been amongst those leading the 
calls for the demo and mobilised 
a large section of its membership 
on the day) and when the coalition 
government’s cuts are clearer and 
starting to bite. It is certain that both 
of these will be repeatedly referred 
to by the NEC and delegates. They 
will also feature in the speeches of two 
of the main guests invited to address 
conference: the usual (and always very 
popular) John McDonnell MP, and, for 
the first time, Len McCluskey, general 
secretary of Unite. 

Main motions 

So let me look briefly at the main 
expected debates. It is once again 
very evident that the NEC has looked 
at the motions from branches and then 
cobbled its own together in order to 
lead the discussion in the direction 
preferred by the SP. 

First off will be ‘Protecting public 
services’, with three main motions 
condemning the various attacks 
of the coalition government on 
education, pensions, public services 
and the scandal of tax evasion. The 
NEC’s motion A1 asks for the usual 
reaffirmation of current policies 
in the shape of ‘the PCS national 
campaign’. The actual demands are to 
seek assurances from the employer on 
jobs, pensions, pay and public services, 
failing which we will ballot for national 
(unspecified) industrial action, timed to 
achieve maximum unity of action with 
other unions. 

Motion A2 calls for nationalisation 
of the banks, renationalisation of public 
utilities and tax justice. To continue 
building anti-cuts alliances, protests, 
demonstrations and industrial action, 
and to raise the issue of a general strike. 
A3 talks about the creation of a million 
climate jobs, council house building, 
is also against privatisation, and has 
condemnations and demands along the 
lines of the first two, including for a 
general strike to be called by the TUC. 
So far, so SP. 

The only motion in this section that 
will fall if the others are carried is from 
the department for work and pensions 
HQ (motion A4), yet I cannot see what 
is so different from the others about 
its demands, except for the omission 
of any call for a general strike. But 
A1 from the NEC does not mention a 
general strike either. Odd. 

Next we will be setting our policy 
on pensions - motion A16 calls for 
opposition to the attacks recommended 
in the Hutton report. One motion on 
equality is of particular note: A22 
calls for the restoration of the ‘socio¬ 
economic duty’ to the Equality Act 


2010 (which would have forced public 
authorities to take disadvantage into 
account in determining policies, but 
was removed by this government), 
while A25 calls for sexually active 
gay men to be able to give blood to 
the National Blood Service. 

Under ‘Social and economic’ are 
motions opposing harsher sanctions 
being applied to claimants (A44), the 
promotion of a ‘Young Workers United 
Against Cuts’ campaign (A45, which 
also opposes cuts to the education 
maintenance allowance, youth services, 
the increase in university fees and 
youth unemployment). Two motions 
are ranged against each other (A47 and 
A48) concerning the treatment of the 
student protestors in November 2010 
and the later imprisonment of some. 
This is contrasted with the violence 
meted out by the police that went 
unpunished. 

Motion A48 concerns the rise of the 
English Defence League and calls for 
support for Unite Against Fascism and 
other such groups and for mobilisation 
against the EDL’s expected return to 
Luton in July 2011. 

A94 sees the NEC calling for an end 
to the pay freeze imposed on the public 
sector, the re-introduction of national 
pay bargaining, and “coordinated 
action on pay”, which avoids mention 
of any specific ballot on pay alone. 
I think the intent is to make pay one 
of the three main issues PCS will be 
balloting members on - after conference 
has carried an NEC emergency motion, 
which we have not yet seen, but have, 
unusually, been given some advance 
notice about. Presumably the idea is to 
warn branches to be ready for a rushed 
ballot to ensure we can join the action 
expected to be called by the National 
Union of Teachers and the Association 
of Teachers and Lecturers, set for 
late June. The aim is to maintain the 
momentum of March 26, following the 
huge turnout and the very obvious unity 
on display of workers from different 
unions - in particular the enthusiastic 


response to Mark Serwotka’s speech 
calling for united strike action. 

Of real concern is that Unite is not 
on board and, despite the much hyped 
‘joint working agreement’ with PCS, 
neither is Unison (nor will there be a 
Unison speaker at conference). Both 
Unite and Unison are affiliated to the 
Labour Party and seem more keen on 
helping Labour get re-elected than 
rocking the Miliband boat through 
strike action. We shall see what (if 
anything) Len McCluskey promises 
at conference. 

The NEC is obviously hoping that 
united action with the NUT and ATL 
(and anyone else able to come on 
board) in late June will have Unison’s 
and Unite’s ordinary members 
demanding that their own unions agree 
to common action later in the year. A 
rerun of what happened over pensions 
in 2004 perhaps: PCS first, the rest 
later, with the Labour government 
temporarily climbing down to pre-empt 
united action. 

Two concerns - we do not yet know 
what PCS members think about the 
proposed June action (and we will not 
be allowed works time to call them 
together to build for this); secondly, 
the NUT has won a ballot for action 
before - and then called it off because 
the majority was wafer-thin. The June 
action would be a huge gamble to 
take, and not worth it, if either union 
lost the ballot. It would also set back 
united action later. The NEC is hoping 
that even our more passive members 
(the majority) know the extent of the 
cuts and will take strike action in the 
realisation that no job is safe, no office 
is safe and that Cameron has declared 
the whole public sector “open for 
business”. 

Other issues 

On international issues there are 
motions about the risings in the 
Middle East (A 135) supporting the 
peoples of Tunisia, Egypt and Libya, 
backing the Palestine Solidarity 


Campaign (A 136), and supporting the 
workers of Wisconsin USA (A 138). 

And what of the PCS policy of 
standing PCS anti cuts candidates in 
local and national elections? The aim 
was to raise publicity for our anti-cuts 
campaigns and the ‘PCS alternative’ 
(collect the £120 billion in taxes 
evaded, avoided and uncollected, scrap 
Trident, troops out of Afghanistan, not 
a single job lost, not a single penny off 
public service budgets). 

Not one Democracy Alliance 
NEC candidate mentioned this aim 
in their election addresses (the DA is 
an electoral pact between Left Unity 
and the PCS Democrats to keep 
the rightwing ‘4themembers’ from 
regaining control of the NEC). But 
I have submitted three motions via 
my branch on the question of PCS 
members voting in elections. 

E496 calls for the NEC to make the 
PCS Make Your Vote Count campaign 
(‘How?’ I keep on asking) more 
effective by actually recommending 
to members who they should vote 
for. The recommendations could be 
based on candidates’ answers to the 
“five PCS pledges” they are asked to 
sign up to. 

E497 declares we should also 
give support to anti-cuts candidates, 
such as that good friend of PCS, John 
McDonnell MP (and perhaps Caroline 
Lucas of the Green Party, etc), as 
well as standing our own anti-cuts 
candidates. 

Finally we have A143, which 
details the selection process to be 
used in nominating and selecting 
PCS anti-cuts candidates (basically 
that it be PCS members in the 
relevant constituencies who decide 
the candidate, not the SP-dominated 
NEC). 

What is the NEC response? 
It has cobbled together a long- 
winded composite (A142), which 
incorporates and waters down E496 
and E497. It intends to stand as few 
anti-cuts candidates as possible, with 
the NEC deciding who they will be 
(SP members, by any chance?). The 
composite places me in the incredible 
position of seconding the NEC motion 
and thereby arguing against our motion 
A143 - or arguing against two of our 
own motions in favour of the third! 
What a stitch-up - which also craftily 
ensures I get just three minutes to try 
to explain our three branch motions 
and my subsequent dilemma, whilst 
the NEC gets five minutes to move 
the composite, followed by all the SP’s 
supporters on the conference floor, and 
then a three-minute right of reply. 

My mandating meeting will discuss 
this, but I am minded to argue the 
primacy of PCS members, not the 
NEC, deciding who our anti-cuts 
candidates will be. 

PCS proclaims itself to be an 
“organising, member-centred union” 
- except when it comes to allowing 
members to make decisions for 
themselves! This will be one of the 
main contentious debates of the 
conference - if, that is, other delegates 
are concerned about the intended 
stitch-up of a policy PCS has taken 
two years to develop, but now seems 
to be getting very cold feet over 
without explaining why. 

Mischievous 

What of the right wing? I am told 


NEC members voted unanimously for 
the June action - which must include 
those belonging to ‘4themembers’, 
in contrast to the 4tm NEC election 
statements condemning the NEC as 
strike-happy. 

I can only detect motions from 
one 4tm branch - the one led by 
NEC candidate Hubert Gieschen. The 
first mischievously calls on PCS to 
affiliate to the Burma Campaign UK 
(A 134), whilst A137 demands that 
PCS protest against the cuts agenda 
in Cuba (knowing PCS is affiliated 
to the Cuba Solidarity Campaign). 

So very few 4tm leading lights 
seem to have put any motions to 
conference through their branches 
(though this can also be said of some 
of the more lightweight Democracy 
Alliance NEC candidates). 

Another controversial motion is 
A131, calling for PCS to disaffiliate 
from Abortion Rights -1 know many 
ordinary members would support 
this, especially with the rise of the 
religious right in recent years. I will 
raise this at my mandating meeting, 
but I wonder how many other 
delegates will keep quiet about it 
in order to avoid the argument and 
landing themselves with the ‘wrong’ 
mandate? 

Finally a ‘looks reasonable’ 
motion from the NEC (A 122) seeks 
authority to review conference 
arrangements. This can only mean 
one thing - reducing the number 
of delegates branches can send. 
PCS is generous in branch delegate 
representation compared to far larger 
unions. However, the left condemned 
the right when it led PCS (and the 
Civil and Public Services Association 
before it) for moving to biennial NEC 
elections and national conferences. 
So will we see the SP-dominated 
NEC condemn government cuts to 
save money, while cutting delegate 
numbers to future PCS conferences, 
so we can book smaller venues and 
save money ourselves? It has never 
been explained quite why PCS has 
been in the red for the last two years, 
but was in surplus before that. 

As my previous article (‘Push 
for anti-cuts candidates’, April 21) 
explained, the elections for the NEC 
are now in full swing and nowhere 
in the Democracy Alliance’s glossy 
election leaflets is there a mention of 
anyone being a socialist or belonging 
to Left Unity. Ten years of a left-led 
NEC, numerous appointments of SP 
members as full-time PCS negotiation 
officials controlling departmental 
group committees, and still they have 
to hide their politics. They have the 
activists on board, but they are not 
making inroads in winning over the 
passive 85% of members. 

So these motions are what you 
would expect from a left-led, non- 
Labour-affiliated public sector union 
in the current climate. Can other 
Weekly Worker readers submit an 
analysis of their unions’ conference 
motions in similar vein? In particular 
- are Labour-affiliated unions calling 
for united public sector strike action 
now - or suppressing action to help 
Labour get re-elected? Are they 
making any demands on a future 
Labour government in return for 
donations and campaigning for them? 
Have those witch-hunts of leftwing 
activists all stopped? • 
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OSAMA BIN LADEN 


Bloody end of US- 
created monster 


T o speak of Osama bin Laden is 
in a sense to reprise the Frank¬ 
enstein myth - Mary Shelley’s 
novel, the opening shot of modem 
science fiction, sees the hubristic 
eponymous scientist building a living 
being out of dismembered corpses. 
He spurns his creation as a monster, 
and so do the rest of humanity; the 
monster develops an all-consuming 
hatred of his creator, and the mnning 
battle between the two takes them to 
their mutual destmction. 

Bin Laden became an iconic 
figure in the resurgence of Islamist 
reaction, but he was nevertheless in 
all cmcial respects a creation of the 
United States. It was the US-backed 
Saudi regime which produced the first 
stirrings of obsessional religious piety 
in the young Osama; it was America’s 
support for jihadist forces against the 
Soviets in Afghanistan that created 
an environment in which he could be 
religiously and politically radicalised. 
Secular nationalism was, for US 
foreign policy, a dangerous thing in 
the cold war, too apt to be politically 
influenced by Soviet-friendly forces 
and other leftists. Radical Islam was 
unlikely to be tempted by the godless 
evil empire. 

The cold war ended, and with it US 
imperialism’s reliance on the likes of 
bin Laden - but the latter did not go 
anywhere. Now that they had been 
summoned forth, radical Islamists 
were unlikely to just disappear; and 
relations with imperialism were 
always going to sour. For bin Laden, 
the turning point was the first Gulf 
war, which saw enormous US forces 
stationed in Saudi Arabia - for him, 
a profound act of heresy. With the 
USSR gone, bin Laden needed a new 
‘great Satan’. The brash posturing of 
the sole remaining superpower, and 
the increasing tendency for its military 
interventions to end only in generalised 
chaos, provided him one. 

So bin Laden, and his newly 
founded al Qa’eda organisation, 
holed up under the protection of any 
regime that would have them. Most 
of their grand plans for spectacular 
terrorist outrages were failures - the 
bombings of two US embassies in 
Kenya and Tanzania were his first 
real successes, and he can only have 
been emboldened by the bungled US 
response, which accidentally destroyed 
a pharmaceutical factory in Sudan. 

Then came September 11. In many 
respects, the attacks of that day are the 
all-time high point of terrorism (once 
we strip the word back to its original 
meaning - making political statements 
through spectacular acts of violence 
- from the enormously expanded 
definition it has achieved over decades 
of state department propaganda). The 
number who died on 9/11 pale in 
comparison to the death toll of the wars 
it provoked, true - yet to wreak such 
devastation in Afghanistan and Iraq, 
the US needed cruise missiles, state-of- 
the-art bombers and drilled and trained 
soldiers. To demolish a great symbol 
of American global power - and with 
it, America’s sense of invulnerability - 
bin Laden needed a handful of willing 
martyrs, some box-cutters and a plan. 

In all probability, bin Laden did not 
expect quite so brutal and extended a 
response from the USA. He did not 


reckon, at the end of the day, on his 
own success. The collapse of the World 
Trade Center towers, however, sent 
America headlong into an ideological 
turmoil, which in any case loomed. The 
evidence is everywhere - the continued 
proliferation of 9/11 conspiracy 
theories, which blame everyone from 
Bush to the Jews, to aliens for the 
attacks; religious nutcases who cited 
America’s moral turpitude for causing 
god to withdraw his protection; the 
revival of irrationalist social theory, 
of which Samuel Huntingdon’s ‘clash 
of civilisations’ idea is the best-known 
example. 

Bin Laden did not cause all 
this - these phenomena are indices 
of the decline of the US as a world 
hegemon, of the failure to turn the 
end of the cold war into any kind 
of lasting pax Americana. The 
reconfiguration of neo-conservatism 
from a radicalised anti-communism 
(and, as is well known, a by-product of 
late-Shachtmanism) into a generalised 
apology for US power was another. 
The neo-conservatives’ influence over 
the then US president. George W Bush, 
was already considerable before the 
September 11 atrocities. Afterwards, 
their calls for a more muscular 
assertion of US state power found their 
moment. The ruling class faction that 
under the Clinton administration had 
been nicknamed ‘the crazies’ suddenly 
found themselves hegemonic. 

Today, of course, their moment has 
been and gone - the Project for a New 
American Century was wound up years 
ago, and Bush ditched them, as Iraq 
turned ever more into an intractable 
quagmire. Yet all this goes to show 
is that the irrationality of US state 
power does not lie in the harebrained 
utopian schemes of the neo-cons, or 
even in their alliance under Bush’s 
tutelage with a particular brand of 
millenarian, crusading Christianity. 
It is an objective reality of the global 
conjuncture. The return of ‘realists’ to 
US administrations has not resulted 
in a realistic ‘exit strategy’ from 
Afghanistan. It is worth remembering 
that ‘bringing bin Laden to justice’ was 
the official justification for going into 
Afghanistan in the first place; yet today 
an end to the carnage is no more in 
sight than it was before May 1. 

Bin Laden’s death has been greeted 
with no little delight by people in the 
west. Yet one feels that, under the 
circumstances, the euphoria will be 
ephemeral. Getting bin Laden even five 
years ago may have been a genuinely 
big deal - if only as a justification for 
the large-scale exercise of US military 
might. That it has taken America the 
best part of 10 years to find bin Laden is 
a real embarrassment. More seriously, 
the recent ‘Arab spring’ uprisings have 
revealed how shallow the support of 
radical Islam really is. Islamists barely 
had a sniff of influence in Tunisia, and 
even the powerful Egyptian Muslim 
Brotherhood was broadly sidelined 
in Egypt’s revolutionary wave - now 
the MB supports the army’s trifling 
constitutional reforms. 

9/11 was exceptional in another way 
(along with the subsequent Madrid 
and London bombings): among bin 
Laden’s atrocities, it did not produce 
much in the way of ‘friendly fire’. 
Most al Qa’eda operations have killed 



more Muslims than infidels, which 
has tended over the years to make bin 
Laden’s appeals to a peculiar pan- 
Islamism look hollow. His adherence 
to an Islam which most official clerisies 
(including the Wahhabis of Saudi 
Arabia) would regard as heretical was 
not so much an issue when he could 
portray himself as bravely fighting 
back against western crusaders, rather 
than simply provoking global police 
actions of considerable brutality. 

Nonetheless, if al Qa’eda’s support 
is on the wane, it has obviously not 
shrivelled completely - thus, the 
manner of Osama bin Laden’s end is 
telling in every detail. Firstly, there 
is the remarkable revelation that he 
was hiding, as it were, 
in plain sight - not 
in the caves of Tora 
Bora, not in the 
tribal regions of 
northern Pakistan, 
but in Abbottabad, 
a substantial 
settlement near 
the pre-eminent 
training centre 
of Pakistan’s 
officer 
corps. This 
raises the 
possibility 
that some 
faction of 
Pakistani 
state 
officials 


regime to deflect Islamist reprisals 
onto the US. Provided anyone believes 
it, of course. 

What comes out of both these 
aspects is, again, the damage wrought 
by US power in its convulsive decline. 
Three thousand people die in terrorist 
attacks in Pakistan every year - up 
from a couple of hundred before the 
invasion of Afghanistan. The failure 
of the US to impose any kind of order 
on Afghanistan, and the spread of 
hostilities to the border regions of 
Pakistan, have caused the latter country 
to teeter on the brink of becoming a 
failed state. Pax Americana is, and 
always has been, a myth - the reality is 
the corrosion of social order, wherever 
US military might blunders onto the 
scene. 

The final telling detail of 
Osama’s death 
is, precisely, 
his death. No 
attempt was 
made to capture 
him and put him 
on trial. After all, 
who knows what 
he might have 
said? Unarmed, 
he was shot once 
in the chest and 
once in the head; his 
body was apparently 
dumped in the sea. 
America wants to 
stay at the level of this 
simple narrative: he 
was a bad guy, we found 
him, we killed him, it is 
over. Marxists are not 
fooled. In bin Laden, 
imperialism, unwittingly, 
manufactured a new great 
enemy for itself. What 
destruction it has wrought 
on the way to firing two 
bullets into him • 

Harley Filben 


colluded in hiding him; it should not 
be overstated, yet it would hardly be 
surprising that Pakistani-American 
relations, strained by Afghan mission 
creep, might lead some in the state 
apparatus to consider it. 

Secondly, there is the US raid on 
bin Laden’s compound itself. This has 
been sold as a specifically American 
operation, of which even the Pakistani 
government was unaware. This surely 
has to be an embellishment of the truth 
- how exactly would the US explain 
a transport helicopter flying right up 
to the doorstep of the Pakistani top 
brass? Yet it is a convenient lie for 
both sides: it allows the US to take all 
the credit for ridding the world of its 
supposed great adversary, and it allows 
the Pakistani 
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DEBATE _ 

Fighting Stalinism politically 

James Turley responds to Paul B Smith 



Louis Althusser: not an 'official communist’ stooge 


T he road to hell, as they say, is 
paved with good intentions. 
Paul B Smith, a regular cor¬ 
respondent to this paper’s letters 
pages - normally in reply to our less 
reconstructed Stalinist readers - has 
provided two very substantial arti¬ 
cles, imploring communists to create 
an authentically Marxist intellectual 
culture: a good intention indeed. 1 

We are left in little doubt as to what 
he means by this in the first instance. 
The headline of his first article sets 
it out nicely: ‘A Marxist culture 
free from the taint of Stalinism’. 
Again, it is difficult to disagree 
with the sentiment; Stalinism is, 
after all, a distortion (in reality, a 
series of distortions) of Marxism 
of unprecedented thoroughness. It 
corrupted theory (‘socialism in one 
country’), politics (primarily, the 
people’s front and variants thereof) 
and the internal culture of the left 
(bureaucratic centralism). 

Already, though, alarm bells should 
be sounding. Firstly, Stalinists are 
hardly the only guilty parties in these 
errors. Bureaucratic centralism is the 
characteristic organisational form 
of almost the entire far left; those 
groups which oppose it almost as 
invariably fall into politely diffuse 
broad tendencies (the Commune is a 
current example), which are no less 
crippled. Variants of popular frontist 
politics are common among Trotskyist 
groups - very obviously in the case 
of the Socialist Workers Party and 
Socialist Resistance; clandestinely 
in the form of anti-fascism, among 
others. And, while one will scarcely 
find a non-Stalinist prepared to 
advocate socialism in one country, 
the political lines of many Trotskyist 
groups imply it (we need only mention 
the infamous Militant ‘enabling act’ 
theory of revolution). 

Secondly, there is the question 
of how to live “free from the taint 
of Stalinism”. It is an unavoidable 
empirical fact that Stalinism 
dominated the workers’ movement, 
where social democracy did not, for 
the bulk of the 20th century. Militant 
class fighters and Marxist intellectuals 
alike were overwhelmingly, if not 
organised in Stalinist parties per se , 
in the orbit thereof; this includes most 
of the Marxist intellectual icons of 
the last century - Gramsci, Lukacs, 
Bloch, Sartre, Althusser and many 
more. A great deal of productive 
intellectual work was conducted in 
this situation: not just from the high- 
profile individuals above, but by (for 
instance) the Communist Historians 
Group in Britain, etc - to say nothing 
of the innumerable translators of 
Marx, Engels and Lenin into countless 
languages. 

This phenomenon ultimately 
stems from the fact that the ‘official 
communist’ parties were just that - 
parties , organising substantial sections 
of the working class movement - 
for better or worse. They had the 
necessary social weight both to have 
an impact on their own terms and to 
act as a pole of attraction in wider 
society. As such, in spite of their 
image, the communist parties were 
never as monolithic as all that - all 
kinds of diverse political forces have 
come out of them, including this very 
paper. If Stalinism had simply been 
worthless, it would have bounced back 
off a recalcitrant reality and dwindled 
to nothing in months - that it did not 
suggests that it tells us something 
about its epoch. Pinning all our hopes 
on anti-Stalinism to revive Marxist 
theory carries the risk of rejecting the 
whole complicated tradition that stems 


from it. 

Unfortunately, this appears to 
be precisely what comrade Smith 
has in mind: “Stalinism produced 
no knowledge of any worth,” he 
states unambiguously at the outset. 
“It attempted to destroy Marxism 
in the name of ‘Marxism’. The fact 
it failed is a tribute to the work of a 
few relatively isolated individuals.” 
How terribly convenient for us non- 
Stalinists - except that it is false. It is 
false because Stalinism did produce 
works of some intellectual worth, in 
spite of itself; because it did result 
in some version of Marx’s theories 
gaining wider circulation, and thus 
provided an objective basis for the 
extension of Marxism, again in spite 
of itself. 

As for the “few isolated 
individuals”, one should not 
underestimate the heroism with 
which many people struggled against 
Stalinist hegemony, of whom Trotsky 
is the iconic example. Yet this is a view 
of Stalinism as an incomprehensible 
fairy-tale monster of uniquely single- 
minded purpose. In fact, Stalinism was 
a contradictory beast; and if Marxism 
survived, it is as much to do with the 
inability of Stalinism, given its real 
conditions of existence, to kill it as 
with the heroic individuals taking 
turns at the life support machine. 

It should be clear, given all this, 
the kind of approach Marxists should 
take to the Stalinist legacy: but then 
it should be clear anyway, as a matter 
of default. We have to look at things 
dialectically. Comrade Smith is full 
of praise for the manner in which 
Marx ‘supersedes’ (lurking here, I 


would guess, is the German term 
aufheben , also translated as ‘sublate’ 
or ‘suspend’) classical bourgeois 
political economy. Yet Stalinism, 
apparently, is simply a non-stop horror 
show - there is nothing to supersede, 
only a great mass of stuff to (in 
Freudian terms) repress or foreclose. 

There is no substantial reason 
for the inconsistency - it is an 
understandable, but wrong-headed, 
attempt to take moral distance in the 
clearest possible terms from the great 
disaster of the revolutionary workers’ 
movement, which in effect amounts 
to a abrogation on our duty to take 
responsibility for our history. 

Fate of Althusser 

The consequences of this scorched- 
earth policy towards Stalinist residues 
in contemporary Marxist thought can 
be glimpsed in a long tirade against 
the person of Louis Althusser; I have 
previously debated the merits of the 
latter’s interventions with comrade 
Smith, during which exchanges he 
frankly demonstrated no familiarity 
with the texts he was so keen to 
denounce. Regrettably, in the 
intervening years, no progress has 
been made. 

So Althusser’s reading of 
Capital is summarised as showing 
that “individuals were subject to 
impersonal social forces they could 
not understand or resist”. This is a 
pretty bizarre statement to begin with - 
after all, Althusser was writing theory; 
he was also a figure on the radical left 
wing of the French Communist Party 
(PCF), whose (Maoist) politics tended 
rather to voluntarism than quietism. 


Why do the former if you cannot 
understand the social forces around 
you? Why be the latter if we are all 
powerless to resist? 

Needless to say, that is not a 
sensible summary of the early 
Althusser (that is, the one who 
famously ‘read Capital ’ with his 
students), whose argument is rather 
that subjects are supports of social 
relations which are in dynamic and 
multiple contradictions; 2 when these 
contradictions overlap to the point that 
the social order can no longer hold, 
there is a revolutionary situation and 
the possibility of a rupture with the 
past. 3 Althusser’s theory has very 
little respect for the sovereignty of 
the bourgeois individual; but it is a 
crass misreading to see this as a fatalist 
pessimism. 

But there is more: “For example, 
people’s belief that freedom is worth 
fighting for was an illusion caused by 
the impersonal forces of an ideological 
state apparatus. Schools, religion and 
the family force individuals to think 
and behave as they do. People have 
no choice. A prime example of an 
ideological state apparatus was the 
Stalinist Communist Party. Party 
members could not be held responsible 
for crimes of mass murder committed 
in the Soviet Union and other Stalinist 
regimes, if ideology controlled their 
subjectivity and social structures 
determined their actions.” 

Everything about this paragraph is 
misleading in some way: for a start, 
Althusser’s conception of ideology 
explicitly does away with the concept 
of ‘illusion’; he does not believe that 
ideological state apparatuses work by 


‘force’, but by recruiting subjects into 
practice; the example of the “Stalinist 
Communist Party” is Smith’s own, 
and as such only works if he has 
made the peculiar decision to adopt 
the theoretical apparatus he here 
denounces. 

The ‘criticism’, however, is telling - 
the problem with Althusser’s theory is 
that it means we cannot meaningfully 
assign blame! Remember, this is 
about 5,000 words after we are told 
that ‘blame’ theories of the crisis are 
alien to Marxism. Well, so are ‘blame’ 
theories of the crimes of Stalinism - 
but that, again, is not Smith’s concern 
with Stalinism, bullet-point summary 
of Hillel Ticktin’s theory on the matter 
aside. Rather it is to display sufficient 
hatred towards the relevant men in 
black hats. 

Althusser is a particular hobby 
horse of mine, of course, and also 
- in a different way - of comrade 
Smith’s. I have no wish to turn this 
into an elaborate critical defence of 
what I find useful in his work; simply 
to demonstrate that almost every 
statement Smith makes on the subject 
is not only a travesty of that work, but 
one which would be easily rectified 
on the most cursory reading of the 
texts concerned. (As such, Althusser 
is paradoxically left off the hook for 
the real problems with his theory.) 

Let us broaden the picture here. Is 
Smith prepared to discover for us the 
hidden, technocratic heart of Jean- 
Paul Sartre’s Critique of dialectical 
reason ? What about the post-1924 
works of Lukacs, who went to his 
grave defending his choice in the 
Comintern debates of the 20s and 30s? 
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These are not people with clean hands vis- 
a-vis the Stalinist regimes - Lukacs even 
served in Imre Nagy’s government. 

One cannot, of course, excoriate every 
last celebrity intellectual to have entered the 
orbit of Stalinism even in a text as extended 
as comrade Smith’s articles. Yet, ‘of all the 
gin joints in all the cities of the world, you 
had to walk into mine’; I fear that his choice 
of target is symptomatic. Lukacs, and to a 
lesser degree the later (that is, Stalinist) 
Sartre, work more in the same theoretical 
ballpark as Smith. To the former’s famous 
statement that the chapter in Capital 
concerning commodity fetishism “contains 
the whole of historical materialism”, he 
would on this evidence only have to add 
abstract labour; and the militant, muscular 
humanism of Sartre would no doubt be of 
some interest as well. 

What we have, then, is a case study of 
the most slippery intellectual practices. 
Stalinism is reduced to Stalinist Russia (and 
satellites); its intellectual products are read 
as the direct and invariant expression of 
bureaucratic rule. Onto this, Smith maps 
the popular but spurious caricature of 
Althusser’s work (a totalitarian theory with 
no place for human agency), which - thusly 
travestied - strikes him as the expression 
par excellence of Soviet ‘histmat’ and 
‘diamat’. 

This is falsified by the empirical facts of 
intellectual history in so many ways that it 
is difficult to know where to begin. Firstly, 
widespread in the Stalinist movement were 
ideas diametrically opposed, on almost 
every conceivable point of dispute, to 
Althusser’s. 

Apart from the aforementioned, it is 
worth citing Roger Garaudy, Althusser’s 
principal opponent in the PCF in the 1960s. 
This man was Stalinist through and through 
(that is, until he converted to Catholicism 
and then radical Islam, and took up 
holocaust denial); a great admirer of Uncle 
Joe, who, in the post-1956 conjuncture, 
became the leading spokesman in the 
PCF for Marxist humanism and, for a 
time, the party’s official philosopher. So 
bureaucratically minded was this man that 
even the PCF apparat eventually moved to 
curb his power, beginning his spiral descent 
into unalloyed irrationalism. Who is the 
paradigmatic Stalinist of the two? 

Secondly, the communist parties of 
Europe (and elsewhere) were not shaped 
in the image of the Soviet masters, but 
according to the latter’s needs. The 
correspondence between the official 
political line in Russia and the line in 
France, Britain and elsewhere was not a 
mirror reflection; it was necessary to sell 
Stalinism to British workers on the basis 
that things would not be like they were in 
Russia, at least in those matters of detail 
where the ‘people’s democracies’ were 
simply too hard a sell, if the CPGB got its 
way. At the base, what mattered was not 
necessarily how things actually were in the 
Soviet Union (the full-timers and press in 
any case lied consistently about that state 
of affairs), but how things appeared. 

With the Sino-Soviet split came splits 
in ‘official’ communist parties around the 
world - but these did not necessarily map 
onto the ‘obvious’ differences between 
peasant-centrism in Maoism and worker- 
centrism in orthodox Stalinism, nor was it 
an essentially contingent choice of foreign 
paymaster. In France and America in 
particular, China - especially during and 
after the Cultural Revolution - appeared 
to be to the left of the Soviet Union; 
Maoist groups in the west tended towards 
ultra-leftist voluntarism, or at least the 
defence of a perverse ‘Marxist-Leninist’ 
orthodoxy threatened by the rightward 
drift of ‘revisionists’ in the Soviet and 
other ‘official’ parties. In dealing with the 
intellectual products of Stalinism, then, we 
are dealing with two sets of contradictions 
- those internal to Stalinism as a social 
formation (eg, the Sino-Soviet split, ‘Prague 
spring’, etc); and those between Stalinism- 
in-power and Stalinism-in-opposition. 

The politics of 
Stalinism 

Picking our way through all this detritus 
requires a theoretical calculus of some 
kind. For Paul Smith, ironically, it suffices 


to repeat one of Althusser’s errors - back 
to Capital ! (One hopes he is not consulting 
the Progress translations ...) Despite his 
disclaimer that “the errors and distortions 
are [his] own”, this is a problem that 
Smith has picked up from Hillel Ticktin, 
who says that the Marxist method “applies 
only to political economy, its history and 
its philosophy”. 4 

Marx has much to say about political 
economy and its history; he has less to say, in 
his later years at least, about its philosophy, 
yet his work is highly productive for a good 
number of philosophical orientations (as 
a survey of his divergent philosopher- 
epigones will attest). Yet Marxism is 
fundamentally a matter of politics. The 
point, after all, is to change the world. 

Marx studied history and political 
economy, and we study them after him, 
to arm ourselves intellectually in order to 
change the world. Marxism is not a banal 
statement that the economy determines 
everything: that is, just another reductionist 
‘philosophy of history’; rather it aims to 
expose the complex relationships between 
the fundamental economic ground and 
social relations of existence and the 
transformative intervention of political 
practice. (However mystically inclined he 
may have been on other points, the young 
Lukacs is absolutely right to stress the 
centrality of totality to dialectical thought.) 

All this theoretical research boils down 
to a single proposition, present throughout 
Marx’s and Engels’s work from the late 
1840s onwards, and in Kautsky, Lenin, 
Luxemburg and all the other icons of our 
movement: the working class needs to 
organise itself collectively to politically 
expropriate the bourgeoisie. That is 
Marxism’s own John 3:16. It gives birth 
to a whole series of political questions. 
How do we organise? What should our 
policy be towards other classes and class 
fractions? What should our policy be 
towards the non-Marxist sections of the 
workers’ movement, the existing mass 
organisations and so on? 

To the argument that this fundamental 
political strategy takes logical priority over 
the analyses of Capital we might add the 
simple fact that it takes historical priority. 
Marx’s advocacy of proletarian revolution 
predates his analyses of surplus value, 
abstract labour and so on. In fact, the idea 
itself is not novel to Marx - some Utopians, 
notably Flora Tristan, produced analyses 
of the working class that theorised its 
tendency towards socialist consciousness 
in terms of its material conditions of life. 

Capital is very much worth studying, 
if only because it is the most systematic 
intellectual work Marx left us, and thus 
the crowning achievement of his methods 
of analysis. However, to make it the spring 
from which flows authentic revolutionary 
politics is a radical misunderstanding of 
its place in Marxist theory. It is, after all, 
precisely a study of capital; the focus on 
exploitation through the wage relation does 
not so much prove the working class is 
the objective basis for socialism, as prove 
that the capitalist class - contra the less 
insightful Utopians - is not. 

Back to the subject at hand: Stalinism 
was so drastically harmful, not, in the 
first instance, because Stalin’s Russia was 
a hell-hole, or not socialist, or because 
Stalin’s regime physically liquidated a 
generation of steeled revolutionaries in 
the 1930s. That, in itself, would make it 
no more than an isolated defeat - the forced 
retreat of the 1917 revolution, whose 
consequences would almost inevitably 
be bloody. Stalinism was a truly global 
catastrophe, however, because it politically 
dominated the workers’ movement - and 
got the answers to all those questions above 
drastically wrong. 

The fundamental political error of 
Stalinism is class-collaboration, which 
marks it from the end of the third period 
onwards. In the first instance, of course, 
this is the imperative to collaborate with 
the Soviet bureaucracy; which, even if 
we consider it along with Trotsky a caste 
rather than a class , is in the last instance a 
manifestation of the power of the labour 
bureaucracy, and thus a vector of class 
collaboration. Following from that, there is 
the imperative to collaborate with (sections 
of) the ‘national bourgeoisie’; initially this 


resulted from the need for the western 
communist parties to function as tools of 
Soviet diplomacy, but ultimately - firstly 
in the form of capitulation to anti-colonial 
nationalism, and later in the form of 
Eurocommunism, etc - took on a somewhat 
ghastly life of its own. In the west, it was 
a catastrophe, inasmuch as it was a dead 
end for the revolution. Elsewhere, as in 
Indonesia or Iraq, it was a catastrophe of 
a rather more literal, horrific sort. 

And, in the end, even if class- 
collaboration had been the only Stalinist 
deformation of Marxism, all its other 
failures would have grown out of it 
anyway. If one is involved in a diplomatic 
lash-up with alien class forces, it becomes 
impossible to allow public criticism 
of those forces - thus, on the one hand, 
concessions to reformism are inevitable; 
and on the other, the party bureaucracy 
is strengthened, as it gains an excuse 
to suppress open differences. It is 
impossible to defend these reformist, class- 
collaborationist politics with consistent 
Marxist theory; thus it becomes even more 
necessary to regulate or suppress internal 
criticism. 

Yes, the persistent inadequacy of 
Stalinist politics rests ultimately on the 
objective existence of the Soviet Union and 
its satellites. The Soviet Union, however, 
is no longer with us. The Stalinist world is 
shrinking, as China, Cuba and so on proceed 
ever more speedily to a straightforward 
bourgeois regime. Yet these politics - class- 
collaboration, liquidation into political 
reformism, bureaucratic organisational 
practices - are still with us. It is no serious 
problem for us that there are still apologists 
for Stalin around. It is a serious problem 
that the politics of popular frontism are 
now advocated by the Socialist Workers 
Party (though it does not admit it). 

Tony Cliff, it should be remembered, 
devoted a great deal of work to making 
sense of the Stalinist countries, developing 
a full, elaborated theory of state capitalism. 
It remains a serious part of ‘official’ SWP 
history that the theory of state capitalism 
enabled the organisation to avoid the 
political capitulations of orthodox and 
Mandelite/‘Pabloite’ Trotskyism. 

Yet today this claim is nakedly 
ridiculous; the fairly workaday forms 
of Trotskyist politics the SWP has 
operated over decades has slowly become 
more and more Stalinist, starting with 
the ‘Leninisation’ of the International 
Socialists in the 70s. Whether or not 
Cliff’s theory has any merit (few outside 
the SWP’s ranks believe it does), it was 
rather the failure to build a viable political 
alternative to Stalinism that issued in its 
dubious current existence - and, in fact, the 
political collapse of innumerable Trotskyist 
splinters. 

To conclude: it does not matter, 
fundamentally , if one conceives the 
dialectic on Lukacsian, Engelsian or 
Althusserian lines. In fact, it does not 
matter if one, god help us, continues to 
use Stalin’s Dialectical and historical 
materialism as a textbook. The basis for 
Marxism is the revolutionary potential of 
the working class, organised independently 
to remake society in its image. Placing this 
before the ‘hard theory’ gives it the feel of a 
declaration of faith, it is true; yet the theory 
confirms this axiom, and in any case if our 
‘faith’ is misplaced on this point, the rest 
of the theory is worse than useless. 

Constructing a politics that can change 
the world means full and ruthless criticism 
of Stalinism; which in turn means not 
dismissing it in toto , but picking through 
the wreckage for the positive lessons, 
as well as the negative - without ever 
forgetting, of course, that it is at the end 
of the day the wreckage of the most heroic 
breakthrough the working class has yet 
made O 

james.turley@weeklyworker.org.uk 
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What we 
fight for 

■ Our central aim is the organisation of communists, 
revolutionary socialists and all politically ad¬ 
vanced workers into a Communist Party. Without 
organisation the working class is nothing; with the 
highest form of organisation it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises mem¬ 
bers of the Communist Party, but there exists no real 
Communist Party today. There are many so-called 'par¬ 
ties’ on the left. In reality they are confessional sects. 
Members who disagree with the prescribed 'line’ are 
expected to gag themselves in public. Either that or 
face expulsion. 

■ Communists operate according to the principles of 
democratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we 
seek to achieve unity in action and a common world 
outlook. As long as they support agreed actions, 
members have the right to speak openly and form 
temporary or permanent factions. 

■ Communists oppose all imperialist wars and occu¬ 
pations but constantly strive to bring to the fore the 
fundamental question - ending war is bound up with 
ending capitalism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we 
strive for the closest unity and agreement of working 
class and progressive parties of all countries. We op¬ 
pose every manifestation of national sectionalism. It 
is an internationalist duty to uphold the principle, 'One 
state, one party’. To the extent that the European 
Union becomes a state then that necessitates EU- 
wide trade unions and a Communist Party of the EU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. With¬ 
out a global Communist Party, a Communist Interna¬ 
tional, the struggle against capital is weakened 
and lacks coordination. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working 
class as a whole. They differ only in recognising 
the importance of Marxism as a guide to practice. 
That theory is no dogma, but must be constantly 
added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the 
future of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous 
with war, pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global 
system capitalism can only be superseded globally. 
All forms of nationalist socialism are reactionary and 
anti-working class. 

■ The capitalist class will never willingly allow their 
wealth and power to be taken away by a parliamen¬ 
tary vote. They will resist using every means at their 
disposal. Communists favour using parliament and 
winning the biggest possible working class rep¬ 
resentation. But workers must be readied to make 
revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we must. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all 
spheres of society. Democracy must be given a social 
content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective 
circumstances allow to achieve a federal republic of 
England, Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland 
and a United States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy 
and class compromise must be fought and the trade 
unions transformed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the op¬ 
pressed. Women’s oppression, combating racism and 
chauvinism, and the struggle for peace and ecological 
sustainability are just as much working class questions 
as pay, trade union rights and demands for high- 
quality health, housing and education. 

■Socialism represents victory in the battle for 
democracy. It is the rule of the working class. Socialism 
is either democratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, 
it turns into its opposite. 

■ Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transi¬ 
tion to communism - a system which knows neither 
wars, exploitation, money, classes, states nor 
nations. Communism is general freedom and the real 
beginning of human history. 

■ All who accept these principles are urged to join 
the Communist Party. 
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Palestine: 

Hamas-Fatah 

deal 


Two-sided reconciliation 


O n April 28, after four years of 
fighting and imprisoning each 
other’s cadres, Hamas and 
Fatah have signed a reconciliation 
agreement in Cairo. Hamas controls 
the Gaza Strip and Fatah controls the 
Palestinian Authority - which runs a 
fraction of the West Bank, centred 
on Ramallah, courtesy of the United 
States and Israel. 

The first, and obvious point to 
make, is that but for the uprisings in 
Egypt and the rest of the Arab world 
this agreement would never have 
happened. The Mubarak regime, 
which was a cat’s paw of the United 
States and Israel, was crucial in 
preventing such an agreement. Since 
his removal there has been a relaxation 
of the border controls at Rafah and an 
easing of Israel’s siege of Gaza. 

On one level an agreement 
between Fatah and Hamas is good, 
as it overcomes, at least on paper, 
the national divisions within the 
Palestinian camp. The reaction of 
Israeli prime minister Binyamin 
Netanyahu, that the Palestinian 
Authority/Fatah can either make peace 
with Israel or with Hamas bears this 
out. Like all good colonial regimes, 
the Israeli state seeks to divide and 
rule the Palestinians and thereby 
perpetuate the occupation of the West 
Bank. It has since followed this up by 
freezing the payment of tax revenues 
that Israel collects on behalf of the 
Abbas clique of quislings that runs 
Ramallah. 

However, despite the Palestinian 
Authority agreeing to sell the 
Palestinian birthright for a mess of 
potage, as the leaked ‘Palestinian 
papers’ from the negotiations with 
Israel demonstrated, Netanyahu 
refused to close any deal and continued 
with the settlement building. No 
peace deal is possible with an Israeli 
government that creates anything 
other than a series of Palestinian 
reservations and mini-Bantustans, 
since Zionist expansion is non- 
negotiable by definition. 

But should socialists and anti¬ 
imperialists therefore be pleased 
with the last developments? On one 
level, yes. We are not in favour of the 
national movements of the oppressed 
fighting each other. But on another 
level we have to be honest and say that 
this will not lead to any fundamental 
change, given the politics of both 
Fatah and Hamas. Palestinians are left 
with two groups whose main desire 
is to take over the repression of the 
Palestinians themselves. 

The record of Fatah is by far 
and away the worst. It runs the 
Palestinian fiefdom of Ramallah, in 
close cooperation with both Israel 
and the United States. The latter 
trains its police and security forces in 
Jordan under general Keith Dayton, 
while Israel vets the whole military 
programme. Despite the fact that 
this is a shadow of a state, the use 
of torture (95% of detainees of the 
security police are said to suffer it) 
and the disappearance of opponents 
is widespread. 

Hamas’s rule in Gaza is hardly a 
benevolent one either. It has repeatedly 
attacked progressive forces and tried 
to enforce stricter Islamic feudal rules 
in respect of women. Both Hamas and 



Smiles: Fatah’s Azzam al-Ahmed and Hamas’s Abu Marzq 


Fatah opposed any demonstrations in 
support of the Egyptian protestors in 
their respective territories, although 
Hamas did not get its way, unlike 
Fatah. 

The agreement between Hamas 
and Fatah, given the physical division 
between the West Bank and Gaza, is 
likely to be symbolic at best. And it is 
unlikely that the role of the Palestinian 
Authority will change fundamentally 
- it is the bastard child of the Israeli 
occupation. 

But the agreement between Fatah 
and Hamas is, even if symbolic, a 
portent of the changes in the Middle 
East. This year has seen the overthrow 
of the tyrants in Egypt and Tunisia, 
the uprisings in Yemen and Libya and 
unrest throughout the region. Even if 
they do not result in an overthrow of 
the system that spawned those regimes 
and even if repression succeeds in the 


short term in Bahrain and the Arab 
Gulf, it is clear that, just as the 1848 
revolutions achieved far more than the 
defeats they are remembered for, so 
the uprisings will have consequences 
for Arab and Middle East politics long 
into the future. 

As America’s imperial grasp 
gradually weakens - demonstrated by 
the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq - it 
will nonetheless seek, with its Israeli 
satrap, to try and shape the outcome 
of the Middle East politically. It is no 
surprise, therefore, that Israel, which 
styles itself ‘the only democracy in the 
Middle East’ was the most worried of 
all. Hosni Mubarak may have been a 
bloody dictator, but he was very much 
Israel’s dictator. That has now begun 
to unravel. Likewise Israel is scared 
that the Ba’athist police state in Syria, 
despite its purported hostility, is far 
preferable to the present uprising, 


the consequences of which will not 
be beneficial to Israel. In short the 
political geography of the Middle 
East is changing and it is not to the 
benefit of imperialism. In the short 
term the latter will try to ride the tiger 
where possible, as it is doing in Libya 
(despite some on the left clinging to 
the illusion that Gaddafi was some 
kind of progressive). 

Palestinians, who are suffering 
from the ravages of an occupation 
which is nakedly racist and whose 
purpose is to turn the indigenous 
population into wage labourers as the 
prelude to ‘transfer’, will welcome 
the agreement between Hamas and 
Fatah. Unity is important, but it has 
to be around a political alternative 
both to Zionism and to the tyranny 
of the existing Palestinian groups. 
There is no doubt that Hamas is eager 
to do a deal with Israel, its rhetoric 


notwithstanding. It has always done 
its best not to confront Israel, as 
is befitting for a movement which 
Zionism helped create. But Israel 
does not wish to see an independent 
state in Gaza, whoever is in control. If, 
as is widely believed, there are large 
gas fields off the Gazan coast, then the 
prospect of energy independence is an 
extra incentive for Israel. 

What is more important is the 
continuation of Palestinian resistance 
to the apartheid wall and the ongoing 
confiscation of land. This has to be 
coupled with the struggles of the Arabs 
of Israel against the depradations 
of the Jewish National Fund and 
the overt and naked racism of 
Netanyahu’s government - for whom 
all Palestinians, regardless of whether 
they possess Israeli citizenship, are 
the enemy • 

Tony Greenstein 
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